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the status seekers 



“Youl'^ said the Caterpillar contemphiously. “Who are youF' 
—Lewis Carrole, Alice in Wonderland 
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a classless socle tiff 


WlIAT HAPPENS TO CLASS DISTINCTIONS AMONG PEOPLE WHEN 
most of them are enjoying a long period of material abun¬ 
dance? 

Suppose for example, that most of the people are able to 
travel about in their own gleaming, sculptured coaches longer 
tlian the average living room and powered by the equivalent 
of several hundred horses. Suppose that they are able to wear 
a variety of gay-colored apparel made of miraculous fibers. 
Suppose they can dine on mass-merchandised vichyssoise and 
watch the wonders of the world tlirough electronic eyes in 
their own air-conditioned living rooms. 

In such a climate, do the barriers and humiliating distinc¬ 
tions of social class evaporate? Do anxieties about status— 
and strivings for evidences of superior status—ease up notably? 
And do opportunities for leadership roles become more avail¬ 
able to all who have natural talent? 

The recent experience of the people of the United States is 
instructive. In the early 1940 's an era of abundance began 
which by 1959 had reached proportions fantastic by any past 
standards. Nearly a half-trillion dollars* worth of goods and 
services—including television, miracle fibers, and vichyssoise— 
were being produced. 

Before this era of fabled plenty began, it was widely 
assumed that prosperity would eliminate, or greatly reduce, 
class differences. If everybody could enjoy the good things of 
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life—as defined by mass merchandisers—the meanness of class 
distinctions would disappear. 

Such a view seemed reasonable to most of us in those 
pinched pre-plenty days of the thirties because, then, differ¬ 
ences in status were all too plainly visible. You could tell who 
was who—except for a few genteel poor—by the way people 
dressed, ate, traveled, and—if they were lucky—by tlie way 
they worked. The phrase “poor people"' then had an intensely 
vivid meaning, A banker would never be mistaken for one of 
liis clerks even at one hundred feet. 

What, actually, has happened to social class in the United 
States during the recent era of abundance? 

A number of influential voices have been advising us that 
whatever social classes we ever had are now indeed withering 
away. We are being told that tlie people of our country have 
achieved unparalleled equality. Listen to some of tlie voices. 

Some months ago, a national periodical proclaimed the 
fact that the United States had recently achieved the “most 
truly classless society in history.” A few weeks later, a 
publisher hailed tlie disappearance of the class system in 
America as “the biggest news of our era."’ Still later, the 
director of a market-research organization announced his dis¬ 
covery that America was becoming “one vast middle class.” 
Meanwhile, a corporation in paid advertisements was assuring 
us that “there are more opportunities in this country than ever 
before.” Whatever else we are, we certainly are the world’s 
most self-proclaimed equalitarian people. 

The rank-and-file citizens of tlie nation have generally ac¬ 
cepted this view of progress toward equality because it fits 
with what we would like to believe about ourselves. It coin¬ 
cides with the American Creed and the American Dream, and 
is deeply imbedded in our folklore. 

Such a notion unfortunately rests upon a notable lack of 
perception of the true situation that is developing. Class Unes 
in several areas of our national life appear to be hardening. 
And status straining has intensified. 

This prevailing lack of perception of the developing situ¬ 
ation might in itself justify a book that attempted to set things 
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Straight. I did not, however, undertake this exploration of the 
present-day American class system—and its status seekers— 
merely for the delight of poking into an aspect of life we like 
to pretend does not exist. My purpose was not to hoot at our 
self-deception—which is too easy to document to be challeng¬ 
ing—but rather to try to offer a fresh perspective on our 
society and on certain ch'squieting changes which, it seems to 
me, are taking place within it. 

The approach of class analysis—looking at Americans 
through tlieir class behavior, their status striving, their bar¬ 
riers—offers tire possibility of seeing our unique and fast¬ 
changing society in a new hght. Even our institutions, such as 
schor)ls, clubs, churches, political parties, and, yes, matrimony, 
take on new meaning. 

We shall see that the people of the United States have, and 
are refining, a national class structure witfi a fascinating 
variety of status systems within it. These status systems affect 
a number of intimate areas of our daily lives and have some 
surprising and preposterous ramifications. At points it will be 
noted how our class structure now differs from that of other 
countries. And finally we shall examine several growing areas 
of cleavage in tlie American class structure that seem to 
demand recognition. In particular, I think we should be 
disturbed by the stratifying tendencies appearing in tlie places 
where millions of us work, live, relax, vote, and worship. 

Since class boundaries are contrary to the American Dream, 
Americans generally are uncomfortable when the subject of 
their existence arises. Sociologist August B. HoUingshead of 
Yale University found that psychiartists—supposedly uninhib¬ 
ited, open-minded individuals—“tend to react with embarrass¬ 
ment when the question of social class is raised.’' One 
responded to a direct question about the social classes in his 
town of New Haven, Connecticut, by saying, “I don’t like to 
think too much about this/'^ 

Until recent years, even sociologists had shrunk away from 
a candid exploration of social class in America. Social classes, 
they realized, were not supposed to exist. Furthermore, Karl 
Marx had made class a dirty word. As a result the social scien- 
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tists, until a few years ago, knew more about the social classes 
of New Guinea tlian they did of those in the United States of 
America. 

Webster defines status as the ‘position; rank; standing'' of a 
person. (The word can be pronounced either “stay-tiis" or 
“stat-ns.”) Although present-day Americans in this era of ma¬ 
terial abundance are not supposed to put differential labels of 
social status on fellow citizens, many milhons of tliem do it 
every day. And their searcli for appropriate evidences of status 
for themselves appears to be mounting each year. There is 
some evidence that wives, generally speaking, tend to be more 
status conscious than their husbands. 

The majority of Americans rate acquaintances and are 
themselves being rated in return. They believe that some peo¬ 
ple rate somewhere above them, that some others rate some¬ 
where below them, and that still others seem to rate close 
enough to tlieir own level to peimit them to explore the pos¬ 
sibility of getting to know them socially without fear of being 
snubbed or appearing to downgrade themselves. 

When any of us moves into a new neighborhood—and 
33 , 000,000 Americans now do this every year—we are quickly 
and critically appraised by our new neighbors and business 
acquaintances before being accepted or rejected for their 
group. We, in turn, are appraising them and in many cases 
attempt not to commit what some regard as the horrid enor of 
getting in with the wrong crowd. 

Furthermore, most of us surround ourselves, wittingly or 
unwittingly, with status symbols we hope vrill influence the 
raters appraising us, and which we hope will help establish 
some social distance between ourselves and those we consider 
below us. The vigorous merchandising of goods as status 
symbols by advertisers is playing a major role in intensifying 
status consciousness. Emotionally insecure people ai*e most 
vulnerable. 

Others of us, less expert in the nuances of status symbols or 
more indifferent to them, persist in modes of behavior and in 
displays of taste that themselves serve as barriers in separating 
us from the group to which we may secretly aspire. They can 
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keep us in our place. If we aspire to rise in the world but fail 
to take on the coloration of the group we aspire to—by failing 
to discard our old status symbols, friends, club memberships, 
values, behavior patterns, and acquiring new ones esteemed by 
tlie higher group—our chances of success are diminished. So¬ 
ciologists have found that our home addiesses, our friends, our 
clubs, our values, and even our church affiliations can prove 
to be “barriers" if we fail to change them with every attempted 
move up the ladder. This is a most disheartening situation to 
find in the nation that poses as the model for the democratic 
world. 

Many people are badly distressed, and scared, by the 
anxieties, inferiority feelings, and straining generated by this 
unending process of rating and status striving. The status seek¬ 
ers, as I use the term, are people who are continually strain¬ 
ing to surround themselves with visible evidence of the 
superior rank they are claiming. The preoccupation of millions 
of Americans with status is intensifying social stratification in 
the United States. Those who need to worry least about how 
they are going to come out in the ratings are those who, in 
the words of Louis Kronenberger, are “Protestant, well-fixed, 

college-bred. "2 

Even our children soon become aware of the class labels that 
are on their families and are aware of the boundaries that 
circumscribe their own daily movement. If even children know 
the facts of class, you may inquire, why is it that so many 
opinion molders have been announcing their conclusion that 
classes are disappearing? 

The discrepancy arises partly as a result of a generalized 
desire on the part of United States adults—particularly busi¬ 
nessmen—to support the American Dream. Also it arises from 
the widespread assumption that the recent general rise in avail¬ 
able spending money in this country is making everybody 
equal. Class, in fact, has several faces and income is just one 
of them. With the general diffusion of wealth, there has been a 
crumbling of visible class lines now that such one-time upper- 
class symbols as hmousines, power boats, and mink coats are 
available to a variety of people. Coincidentally, there has been 
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a scrambling to find new ways to draw lines that will separate 
the elect from the non-elect. 

A working-class man, however, does not move up into an¬ 
other social class just by being able to buy a limousine, either 
by cash or installment, and he knows it. In terms of his 
productive role in our society—in contrast to his consuming 
role—class lines in America are becoming more rigid, rather 
than withering away. 

In truth, America, under its gloss of prosperity, is under¬ 
going a significant hardening of tlie arteries of its social 
system at some critical points. 

As I perceive it, tw^o quite sharply divided major groupings 
of social classes are emerging, with tlie old middle class being 
split into two distinct classes in the process. At tlie places 
where most Americans work, as I will try to show, we are 
seeing a new emphasis on class lines and a closing-in of the 
opportunities available to make more than a minor advance. 
In modem big business, it is becoming more and more dif¬ 
ficult to start at the bottom and reach the top. Any leaping 
aspii ation a non-college person has after beginning his career 
in big business in a modest capacity is becoming less and less 
realistic. 

Furthermore, stratification (formalized inequality of rank) 
is becoming built-in as our increasingly bureaucratized society 
moves at almost every hand toward bigness: Big Business, Big 
Government, Big Labor, Big Education. Bigness is one of the 
really major factors altering our class system. As an executive 
of a $ 250 , 000,000 corporation explained it to me, this bigness 
is made necessary in our technological age by the high cost of 
launching new products (research, development, advertising). 
He said, *Tou have to be big today, or else be able to run 
awfully fast." He complained that even his $ 250 , 000,000 com¬ 
pany was not big enough. 

In the hierarchy of the big corporation, stratification is 
being carried to exquisite extremes. Employees are usually 
expected to comport themselves in conformity vwth their rank, 
and generally do so. Industrialists are noting that the military 
experience millions of our younger generation have had has 
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made them more accepting of rank. (With all this growth of 
bigness and rank, the best opportunities for the enterprising 
non-college man today are found not with the large producing 
company but rather on Main Street, where it is still often 
possible to start small and grow, or with a small or pioneering 
producing firm.) 

Employees in big oflBces, as well as big plants, are finding 
their work roles fragmentized and impersonalized. There has 
been, perhaps unwittingly, a sealing-off of contact between big 
and little people on the job. And there has been a startling rise 
in tlie number of people who are bored with their work and 
feel no pride of initiative or creativity. They must find their 
satisfactions outside tlieir work. Many do it by using their 
paychecks to consiune flamboyantly, much as the restless 
Roman masses found diversion in circuses thoughtfully pro¬ 
vided by the emperors. 

Although we still tend to think of equality as being pecul¬ 
iarly American, and of class barriers as being peculiarly 
foreign, the evidence indicates that several European nations 
(such as Holland, England, and Denmark) have gone further 
than America in developing an open-class system, where the 
poor but talented young can rise on their merits. And they 
have done this while preserving some of the outer forms of 
class, such as titled families. 

In brief, the American Dream is losing some of its luster for 
a good many citizens who would like to believe in it. If, and 
when, the patina of prosperity over our land is ever rubbed off 
by a prolonged recession, to use the polite word, the new 
stratifications will become uncomfortably apparent and em¬ 
barrassing, unless action is taken to broaden the channels for 
upward mobility. 

It is my impression that status lines are more carefully 
observed in the East and South than in most of the other parts 
of the country. Californians, with their yeasty social climate, 
seem the least status-conscious people Tve encountered in the 
nation. This might be explained by the fact that—with their 
violently expanding economy and their multitude of relatively 
small new enterprises—they are close to the free-and-easy 
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frontier spirit. In the San Joaquin Valley, some of the most 
widely and highly esteemed families are of Armenian or 
Korean background. They have prospered, and their forebears 
were Early Settlers. 

Perhaps I should say a few words about how I came by the 
material and concepts supporting the views I will develop. 
First, I have drawn upon eight investigations I have made in 
the past three years into specific situations bearing on class. 
These were informal studies, but quite intensive. I have, in 
addition, discussed aspects of class with knowledgeable local 
people in eighteen United States states and five European 
countries; and I have conferred with several dozen sociologists 
and market-research specialists who have interested them¬ 
selves in aspects of class behavior. 

Most important, in terms of the impact of this book, I have 
brought together the findings of more than 150 United States 
sociologists and other students of the social scene who have 
been investigating phases of our social stratification, and I 
have tried to assess their findings. 

Since the World Wju* II era began. United States scholars, 
particularly sociologists, have by the scores been appraising 
our class behavior. Some have focused their gaze on specific 
communities. Examples: Statesboro, Georgia; Decatur, Illinois; 
San Jose, California; Wasco, California; Indianapolis, Indiana; 
Morris, Illinois; Oakland, California; Danielson, Connecticut; 
Burlington, Vermont; Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; Park Forest, 
Illinois; New Haven, Coimecticut; Lansing, Michigan; Frank¬ 
lin, Indiana; Kansas City, Missouri; Sandusky, Ohio. And 
then there are, of course, the earlier classic studies of New- 
buryport, Massachusetts, by the W. Lloyd Warner group and 
the study of Muncie, Indiana, by the Lynds. 

Other sociologists have focused their fascinated attention 
upon specific groups. Ely Chinoy worked in an automobile 
plant; August B. Hollingshead lived among 735 adolescents 
for eighteen months, and later studied psychiatric patients 
from various social classes; William Foote Whyte lived for 
three and a half years among street-comer gangs of a New 
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England city slum. Still other sociologists have studied differ¬ 
ences in behavior by classes in jury deliberations, in patronage 
of taverns and cocktail lounges, in verbal accounts offered of 
an Arkansas tornado. Some of the sociologists have attempted 
nationwide studies, and have taken national samples of class 
attitudes. 

Business groups, I should add, have shown a lively interest 
in sponsoring studies of class behavior. They have sought to 
know their customers better. Home developers have been 
studying the stratification patterns—and status-striving motives 
—of home buyers. Madison Avenue has been busily trying to 
understand our tastes and buying behavior by socid class. To 
understand the Cliicago market better, the Chicago Tribune's 
Research Division has spent approximately $100,000 on a 
comparative study of three homogeneous communities in the 
Chicago area representing three different class levels. The 
director, Pierre Martineau, long an enthusiast of the sociologi¬ 
cal approach to marketing, has concluded from his many years 
of studying our class behavior that "‘the vast majority of people 
live and die within the boundaries and tastes of their own 
class.” 

Finally, Social Research, Inc., of Chicago, has done a num¬ 
ber of revealing studies of our class behavior. In a recent one 
for Macfadden Publications, it analyzed the contrast in emo¬ 
tional make-up of women in the working classes and women 
in the white-collar classes. The study indicated that, though 
these women might live in the same neighborhood, there was 
an “invisible wall” between them in the way they think, live, 
and even make love. Social Research concluded that social 
distinctions today are “none the less sharp because they are 
subtle.” 

Taken together, all of these studies—requiring several hun¬ 
dred thousand man-hours of research—represent a lode of 
fascinating and valuable information about how Americans 
really behave. These investigators often disagree among them¬ 
selves on the precise nature of the American class structure, 
and I assume many will disagree with some details of the con¬ 
ception of it that I have arrived at. However, they are virtually 
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unanimous in agreeing tliat mid-century America very def- 
initely does have a system of social stratification. 

My debt to all these investigators is very large. In terms of 
insights, 1 owe tlie greatest debt, perhaps, to E. Digby Baltzell, 
Bernard Barber, Richard Centers, Milton M. Gordon, Arnold 
W. Green, August B. Holhngshead, Herbert H. Hyman, Joseph 
A. Kahl, Russell Lynes, Raymond W. Mack, Bevode C. Mc¬ 
Call, Pierre Martineau, C. Wright Mills, Liston Pope, and W. 
Lloyd Warner. 

The chapters that follow will in large part take tlie form 
of a roving over the social landscape of America. Tins ex¬ 
ploration may give some readers a better insight into their own 
behavior and that of their neighbors. Also, it may give them 
a better understanding of people in their locality who seem 
uncomfortably different from themselves. For those readers 
who must, in the performance of their duties (as educators, 
business managers, public officials, etc.), deal regularly with 
people of diflFerent clajjs levels, this exploration may shed, also, 
some useful insights on coping with their problems realistically 
and sympathetically. Finally, I hope that for all readers the 
exploration will make more apparent some noteworthy points 
about the current drift of our society. 



part one 


chanffes o/ 
status 
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an upsetting era 


*^The transformation we^re now seeing will make 
the Industrial Kevolution of the 18th Century 
look like a pink fea.”—LOUIS LEVINE, Chief 
Analyst in Employment Security, United States 
Department of Labor* 

I SUPPOSE I FIRST BECAME INTERESTED IN SOCIAL STRATIFICA- 
tion as a farm boy in nortliem Pennsylvania when my father 
pointed out to me that one of our cows, I believe her name was 
Gertrude, always came through the gate first at feeding time. 
We had about eighteen cows and all the others deferred to her. 
Later I observed that another, rather runty cow almost always 
came through the gate last. In fact, each cow seemed to know 
its appointed place in the lineup. When we bought a new cow 
who butted and bluffed her way to the top spot within an hour 
after entering the baniyard, our dethroned Gertrude devel¬ 
oped neurotic* symptoms and became our meanest kicker at 
milking time. 

This, IVe since learned, was not suiprising. Psychologists 
investigating sub-human behavior have frequently encoun¬ 
tered variations of butt orders or pecking orders (i.e., chick¬ 
ens). 

A few years ago, while I was chatting with the man who 
teaches tlie world-famous performing chimpanzees at the St. 
Louis Zoo, I inquired how he managed to keep eight rambunc- 
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tious chimps under control during the arduous training and 
during tlie intricate performances. He said, '‘First, I stand back 
and watch a new group for a while to see who is going to be 
boss. Once that is settled I have little difficulty. The boss 
chimp, when I get him on my side, keeps the rest of them in 
line. They are more scared of him than they are of me.'’ 

To come down—or up—to the human level, eveiy society 
of any complexity exiunined by social scientists has revealed a 
pattern of stratification. There has always been a group that 
ran things at the top and, at the bottom of tlie scale, a group 
assigned to do the dirty work. Aristotle was one of the earhest 
to observe tliis tendency. A vivid example of the way people 
tend to accept a rank or order is seen in the study William 
Foote Whyte made of the young men in the New England 
Italian slum who spent almost all tlieir non-working hours, 
even if married, loitering at their favorite street corner. Whyte 
observed:^ “Each member of the comer gang has his own 
position in the gang structure. . . . The leadership is changed 
not through an uprising of the bottom men, but by a shift in 
tlie relations between men at the top of the structure.” 

The.se men, under the leader of the gang, were voluntarily 
accepting a type of human pecking order. In some human 
societies, assignment of rank order is pretty much settled at 
birth. The populace of pre-Revolutionary France was divided 
by regulation into specific estates or degrees. India even today 
has its thousands of castes. Individual progress is pretty much 
confined to what is permissible within caste lines, though 
caste lines have recently been cmmbhng imder the impact of 
urbanization and industrialization. 

Despite the fact that some very ambitious efforts have been 
made to set up truly classless societies, such societies have 
never been achieved on any large sustained basis. The most 
publicized attempt, of course, is that of the Soviet Union. The 
goal of tlie class stniggle as conceived by Karl Marx was the 
elimination of the bourgeois class and—after a brief, benign 
dictatorship of the proletariat—the emergence of a tmly class¬ 
less society. Four decades have passed since the Russian Revo¬ 
lution. The Soviet Union, despite its professions of achieving 
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a society of true equality, is becoming more precisely stratified 
each year. The need of tlie expanding industrial machine for a 
hierarchy of managers and specialists as well as workers of 
varying skills provided, and in fact perhaps demanded, a social 
structure to match. 

Alex Inkeles, who spent several years studying tlie new 
Soviet society for tlie Russian Research Center at Harvard 
University, concluded tliat Russia, under the Communists, had 
evolved a ten-class social system.^ The classes ranged from the 
ruling elite (oflBcials, scientists, top artists and writers) down 
through managers, bmeaucrats, and three classes of workers 
and two classes of peasants to the slave laborers. To formalize 
its classes—and emphasize lines of authority—Russia has been 
requiring more and more millions of its civilian citizens to wear 
uniforms so designed as to indicate their exact status in the 
system. In 1958, a group of Russian managers and technicians 
billed by the Soviets as ‘'ordinary'' Russians visited America. 
Inquiry revealed that their average income was about five 
times that of the typical Soviet worker. 

A more sincere and genuinely persistent recent effort to 
establish a classless society is that attempted by the farm col¬ 
lectives in Israel. They were begun nearly a half-century ago 
and number in the hundreds. Today, the original ideals— 
complete democracy and complete equality in tlie sharing of 
material goods—jire still carried out. But social strata have 
emerged.^ Originally, “productive" workers (manual workers 
and farmers) were the ones glorified because their talents were 
greatly needed to settle the arid land and few of the immigrant 
Jews had any experience at that sort of work. They were 
mostly intellectuals and white-collar people. “Brain” or 
“clean” work was scorned as non-productive. In the early days, 
they elected managers more or less on a rotation basis. Over 
the years, however, it developed that highly regarded, capable 
men were elected as managers again and again. They tended 
to return less and less to “productive work,” and the higher 
prestige began shifting from “productive” to “brain” work. 
Further, an aristocracy of old-timers emerged, and has become 
the main source for managerial talent 
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The experience of early American efforts to create com¬ 
munistic societies was much the same, with an elite consisting 
of the most talented or capable ultimately emerging. 

America as a whole, since the Revolutionary War, has 
stiiiggled to prcsei-ve ideals of equality in the face of per¬ 
sistent tendencies for elites to develop and consolidate their 
power, prestige, and wealth. Long after the Revolution, a few 
families continued to dominate the affairs of many New Eng¬ 
land towns. Some observers have suggested America came 
closest to a genuine system of equality of opportunity (as 
contrasted to the more utopian equality of status) around 
1S70. The industrial era was just getting started and vast 
areas of frontier were being opened for settlement and de¬ 
velopment. 

Liston Pope, Dean of the Yale Divinity School and a student 
of stratification, found that by 1940 the process of social 
stratification in the United States had been ‘‘proceeding rap¬ 
idly for several decades.'' The Lynds discovered in their re¬ 
visit to “Middletown," well known to be Muncie, Indiana, 
dui*ing the thirties, a decade after their first study there, that 
the class lines had hardened during the inteiwal. Another of 
the pioneer groups to investigate the social life of an American 
community, led by W. Lloyd Warner in “Yankee City" (New- 
buryport, Massachusetts) during the thirties, found there not 
only an elaborate social structure but a general awareness of 
its details. 

Still, lest we forget it, America by the beginning of the 
present era (around 1940) had opportunities for upward 
mobility and social contact that are much less present today. 
For example; 

—Most Americans still lived in communities representing all 
walks of life. 

—Many men of little education still had reasonable grounds 
for hoping they could ri.se to the heights. 

—Most companies were still small enough so that most 
employees knew top officials of the companies at least on a 
nodding basis, and often on a first-name basis. 
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—There were many lodges and social clnbs where men from 
many social and income levels could and did meet. 

—People in most neighborhoods still knew one another well 
enough personally so that people could be judged for their 
personal wortli rather thiuri by tlie trappings of status they 
exliibited. 

Beginning with World War II, and still continuing today, an 
upheaval in the American way of life occurred that has pro¬ 
foundly :iffected the class structure of America, and caused 
many to conclude (I say over-optimistically) that we are on 
the verge of a truly classless society. 

Some observers in the field of social science have even as¬ 
serted that our system of values has changed more in this 
period since 1940 than in the entire remainder of the history 
of the United States. Louis Levine, Chief Analyst in Employ¬ 
ment Security for the United States Department of Labor, 
informed me tliat more money is being spent for industrial 
research now in a single year than was spent in the first 150 
years of the nation's history. We are feeling the impact of the 
unleasliing of not one but two mighty forces, electronics and 
atomics. 

For just a moment, let us look at ten changes in our national 
economy that have affected the class structure (and status 
striving) in the United States. Taken together they represent 
a transformation in a nation's way of life. 

1. Perhaps most obvious is the truly spectacular increase in 
individual wealth since 1940, and particularly during the past 
decade. Even allowing for inflation, our individual buying 
power has increased by more than half. Some groups have 
prospered much more than others (as I will show later), but 
most families have seen paychecks doubling or tripling. As 
they say along the New England coast, “The rising tide lifts 
all the boats." The number of families earning more than 
$4,000 a year after taxes more than doubled from 1950 to 
1956. Americans consequently have been living higher off the 
hog than ever before in their lives. A mass merchandiser of 
packaged foods is now offering such items as crepes suzette 
and hearts of palm. And in 1957 more than 50,000 Americans 
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installed swimming pools in their back yards. Tlie greatest rises 
in income, on a percemtage basis, have been mnong those who 
had below-average incomes. A higher standard of living for 
working-class people, however, doesn’t necessarily change 
their class status. The rich, meanwhile, have not been suffer¬ 
ing. In one recent year, the number of Americans with annual 
incomes of more than $100,000 increased by a fifth. 

2. This brings us to the second big economic change affect¬ 
ing class: the graduated federal income tax. Some have de¬ 
scribed it as the great leveler. The federal-government income 
taxes began rising in the tliirties to fight the Depression, and 
soared even more steeply in the forties to finance World War 
11. They still remain near the wartime levels. As a result, it 
has become virtually impo.ssible for a man to become a multi¬ 
millionaire by salary alone. He needs to have capital gains, 
only one quarter of which he loses in taxes, or be an oilman 
and get a “depletion allowance.” Still, in 1958, I was able to 
find, without too much difficulty, several dozen Americans who 
have established fortunes of at least $10,000,000 in the twenty 
years since income taxes have become so high.^ 

Despite the laments about high taxes, tlie number of Ameri¬ 
can families with a net worth of a half-million dollars has 
doubled since 1945, Most of the very rich manage, one way or 
another, to hold onto tlie bulk of their new incomes each year. 
Meanwhile, corporate lawyers have applied their ingenuity to 
find non-taxable benefits for key executives. These range from 
deferred payments in the form of high incomes for declining 
years and free medical checkups at mountain spas, to hidden 
hunting lodges, corporate yachts, payment of country-club 
dues (according to one survey, three quarters of all companies 
sampled did this), and lush expense accounts. One sales man¬ 
ager declined a $10,000 raise and took instead a $10,000 
expense account which, it was specified, he didn’t have to 
account for. 

Travel for tax-deductible business reasons became popular. 
In tlie summer of 1957, several thousand United States law¬ 
yers and their wives attended the American Bar Association 
convention in New York and then boarded boats to complete 



An Upsetting Era • 19 


their conferring in England with brothers-in-law across the 
sea. One item of business they accomplished in England was 
to appoint a committee on protocol to decide what their wives 
should wear to the Queen's garden party. 

Some time ago, a plane owned by a United States corpora¬ 
tion and loaded with the company's top executives, as well as 
two pilots and a mechanic, turned up at a landing strip in the 
wildest reaches of northern Saskatchewan. The group dallied 
for several days fishing for graylings at nearby lakes. Some of 
the executives had read an article in The Saturday Evening 
Post about the delights of grayling fishing in this area. The 
official imperative business reason why all these executives, 
simultaneously, were in Canada was to inspect a mining camp 
the company happened to own several hundred miles away. 

3. The lessening contrast in the material way of life of rich 
and poor. The ostentatious tum-of-the-century behavior of 
millionaires who staged $100,000 parties and smoked cigars 
wrapped in $100 bills is being soft-pedaled. One probable 
reason is that the Depression threw a scare into the really rich, 
and they have learned to be discreet, almost reticent, in ex¬ 
hibiting their wealth. They have learned that in modem 
America you can exert power only by denying you have it. 
Anotlier reason for the lessening contrast is the mass selling 
of standardized goods and services once available only to the 
better-off. Most American women, regardless of class, for ex¬ 
ample, now wear nylons, have permanent waves, buy frozen 
steaks, and wear clothes that are copies (or copies of copies) 
of Paris designs. 

The increasing difficulty in obtaining servants, becau.se of 
the availability of higher-prestige jobs, has also diminished the 
contrast. In fact, the word "servant" is disappearing from the 
language. A disgruntled reader of the Wall Street Journal 
complained that in order to keep a cook he had to call her a 
housekeeper, and address her as "Mrs.” Even cleaning women 
are hard to hold. A sociologist in Pennsylvania told me that 
his cleaning woman not only drives a better car than he does, 
but has remarked on the fact. She says she just doesn't care 
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for cars more than two or three years old. “She expects my 
wife to prepare her lunch/" he added. 

4. The massive shift in vocational skills needed by our 
economy. We have been seeing demand for skills changing 
with lightning rapidity. Some occupations are becoming 
largely or entirely outmoded, and hundreds of new occupa¬ 
tions are emerging. The man at the United States Labor De¬ 
partment in charge of the Dictionary of Occupational Titles 
advised me he had to add 375 brand-new occupations in 1956. 
(Examples: vide^o recording engineer, automation “program¬ 
mer,” radiation detector, and “port steward” for overseas 
airliners.) Other observers at the Department offered these 
examples of occupations then expanding or becoming over¬ 
crowded enough to cite to young people planning careers. 
For example: 


Expanding 
airplane mechanics 
electronic craftsmen 
draftsmen 
technical writers 
physicists 

medical technicians 
computing-machine operators 
typists, stenographers, secretaries 
plumbers 
college professors 


Crowded or declining 

bakers 

shoemakers 

type compositors 

railroad mechanics 

telegraphers 

actors 

navigators 

rural mail carriers 

general clerks 

entertainers 


Looking at the changes in demand in terms of the larger 
trends, the following two seem most significant in their effect 
on class structure. One is the really spectacular rise in in¬ 
dustries tliat furnish services (in contrast with those such as 
mining, manufacturing, and farming that produce goods). As 
our mechanized farms, mines, and factories have become able 
to produce ever-increasing amounts of goods with fewer peo¬ 
ple, tlie service-field industries (the selling and servicing of 
goods, and providing insurance, banking, amusement, educa¬ 
tion, medicine, travel) have been taking up much of the slack. 

The other long-range trend of note, and it is really a by- 
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product of the first, is the recent great gain of white-collared 
workers over blue-collared ones. The service fields are pri¬ 
marily staffed by white-collared people. In 1940, only a tliird 
of our employed people were in wliite-collared occupations. 
Today nearly half are. 

Some observers have enthusiastically seen this growth of 
white-collars as evidence of a great upthrust of ''working”-class 
people into the “middle” class. There has unquestionably been 
some social upgrading, but two cautions should be noted. 
First, a large percentage of the people recruited into white- 
collared ranks are women who previously didn’t work. Second, 
many of the new white-collar jobs are essentially manual or 
require little skiU, and so represent no real advance in prestige. 
One happy consequence to tlie economy of these trends to 
white-collar, service jobs, however, is that more people now 
work on a salaried basis rather than an hourly-wage basis and 
so are less likely to be discharged quickly in case of an eco¬ 
nomic downturn. This represents a gain for stability. 

5. The great increase in moving about of the population. 
Some people stiU live in the houses they lived in twenty years 
ago, but they are rarities. The average American picks up roots 
about every five years. I know of one corporate executive who 
moved his family sixteen times in the course of moving up 
through the ranks of two companies to his present job. Of the 
1,280 families who moved into one Long Island development 
a decade ago, 805 have moved elsewhere. The result of this 
geographical mobility is that social status is established less 
and less by family background, which may be unknown to the 
judges, and more and more by such currently visible factors 
as job, consumption standards, behavior, school, club member¬ 
ship, and so on. Furthermore, as we shall see in Chapter 21, 
all this moving about produces an upsurge in status striving. 

6. The great growth in leisiure time that has accompanied 
increased productivity. In the days of Thorstein Veblen, a dis¬ 
play of oneself enjoying leisure was one of the better ways to 
prove one’s superior class rating. Then the average man had 
to work fifty to sixty hours a week. Today the average man 
works about thirty-eight hours a week, and it is the harassed 
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business executive who is likely to put in the fifty-sixty hoius. 
As a result, leisure has lost most of its potency as a status 
symbol. 

7. Tlie trend toward large, bureaucratic organizations. 
Everywhere-in both government and private industry—the 
trend is to bigness. Every spring sees a new burst of corporate 
mergers. The number of civil servants in the federal govern¬ 
ment has multiplied ten times in five decades. In industry 
today, 2 per cent of the companies employ a majority of all 
workers. As Peter M. lilau of the University of Chicago put it 
after making his study of buieaucratic trends: '‘A large and 
increasing proportion of the American people spend their 
working lives as small cogs in the complex mechanisms of 
bureaucratic organizations.'"® The hierarchies of these grow¬ 
ing bureaucracies carry over into the prestige markup of 
social status. Furthermore, the men handling job placement 
for these large organizations feel more secure if they place 
men on the basis of objective criteria since they are usually 
dealing with strangers. Thus they are obsessed by the idea 
that anyone considered as potential executive timber should 
be a college man or woman. 

8. The slirinkage in the number of small entrepreneurs and 
self-employed people. Such independent entiepreneurs orig¬ 
inally constituted a true middle class in the United States. 
They found economic security by commanding their own 
destinies, however small. In Jefferson's day, nearly four fiftlis 
of all Americans were self-employed enteiprisers. By 1940 
only about one fifth remained.® And today the number has 
shrunk to approximately 13 per cent. The other 87 per cent¬ 
er the overwhelming majority of our working populace—are 
now employed by others. We have become an employee 
society. 

This lack of entrepreneurial experience is most vivid in the 
ranks of our industrial executives. More than three fifths are 
the sons of men who, at one time, ran their own businesses. 
Yet, according to one surveyonly one executive in six today 
has ever had such experience. 

9. The trend to breaking jobs down into narrow, and if 
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possible, simple specialties. The growth of bureaucratic think- 
iiig—with its passion for job definition—is partly responsible 
for this. More responsible, however, is the emergence of effi¬ 
ciency engineers who know that money can be saved for a 
company by reducing a job to a simple repetitive level so that 
any alert twelve-year-old with a capacity for withstanding 
boredom could liandle it. This practice, while saving money for 
management, reduces the social prestige attached to the job 
and reduces the employee’s job satisfaction and self-esteem. 

10. The mass production of homes, with the attendant 
growth of homogeneous suburban communities. In earlier 
days, an American community was usually a scale model of all 
society, with a fair share of butchers, bakers, candlestick 
makers, creameiy owners, manufacturers, laborers. Such towns 
are relentlessly being replaced by one-layer towns, which en¬ 
courage birds-of-a-feather flocking. Many of the new suburban 
towns, built around shopping centers born full grown, not only 
attract buyers of specific income level (almost everyone’s in¬ 
come will fall, say, between $5,000 and $6,250) but also 
people of specific ethnic backgrounds. Further, they are rather 
narrowly age-graded. A town built by a home miirketer spe¬ 
cializing in houses ranging in price from $27,500 to $32,500, 
for example, will attract families of middle-management men 
and other successful couples capable of paying that price. 
Typically, only couples over forty years of age qualify. In such 
developments you will see few small cluldren—and few grand¬ 
mothers. 
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emerging: a diploma elite 


**This whole town’s . « • made up of tight little 
circles of people who have the same community of 
interest, about the same amount of money and act 
the same* They’re all on different levels just like 
a stairway, , , , You’ll find little circles and crowds 
picking and clawing at each other ,”—A LOCAL 
INFORMANT in August B. Ilollingsheadi’s “Elmtown.” 

Against the background of economic upheaval just 
described, what in broad outline is tbe class system that seems 
to be unfolding in America? 

Several hundred United States sociologists have been apply¬ 
ing themselves to this puzzle. Their task is compheated by tbe 
fact that class boundaries not only are invisible but often are 
not acknowledged. According to our creed, they are not sup¬ 
posed to be there. While the investigators still disagree on 
some points there is, as Hollingshead puts it, ‘^general agree¬ 
ment'' that mid-century American society is stratified. Any 
investigation of status striving should properly begin with an 
understanding of the current class structure—and its barriers— 
within which the striving typically takes place. One of the 
better definitions of class still appears to be the classic one of 
sociologist T. H. Marshall: **It is the way a man is treated by 
his fellows and reciprocally, the way he treats them."^ 

As I see it, the boundaries of class are best perceived not as 
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fixed lines or ceilings but rather as sieves or bottlenecks. Few 
investigators now believe that everyone falls neatly into one of 
four or six or fourteen classes. We are probably closer to the 
truth when we view the American populace as being arranged 
along a continuum witli an infinite number of possible divi¬ 
sions. 

While there is a continuum, it is also true that people will 
tend to cluster so that the continuum is actually a series of 
bulges and contractions. The major bulges might be called the 
major class groupings. Sociologist Richard Centers tried to 
describe the division between any two classes by saying there 
is “no sharp, neat point where day changes to night.'’ Instead, 
he said, the situation is “like the pictures one sees in a biologi¬ 
cal textbook of a cell tbat is beginning to divide, there being 
masses of material concentrated at two ends of a continuum 
with a gradient of stuff betx^'een."^ 

One way to picture tl)e situation graphically is to imagine 
a host of people strung along a trail up a mountainside. Some 
have given up the idea of climbing higher and have pitched 
their tents. But many would like to climb still higher. At sev¬ 
eral points the trail becomes precipitously steep, and so nar¬ 
row that only a few people can pass at a time. Between these 
diflBcult passages are broad, gentle inclines where large num¬ 
bers of people can spread out as they climb or rest. Some few 
will be finding the climbing beyond their capacity and will be 
retreating down the mountainside. Going downward can be 
even more painfully diflScult than going upward. 

While caution must be used in generalizing from studies of 
individual communities, class structures do seem to show many 
consistent resemblances from town to town. Bevode McCall of 
Indiana University found that, in the Georgia town he studied, 
the social classes resembled tho.se found in community studies 
in New England, the Midwest, and in Mississippi. One of the 
pioneers in community studies is W. Lloyd Warner of the 
University of Chicago, who .spent a great deal of time with 
associates not only in “Yankee City" but also in the corn-belt 
town of “Jonesville." (This last town was also studied by Hol- 
lingshead and called “Elmtown." In the course of this book you 
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will encounter several communities which have been given 
fictitious names by investigators in order to assure informants 
they could speak with confidence. Examples: "‘Elmtown,” 
*7onesviIle/' '‘Plainville/* "Vansburg,” "‘Nortlieast City,” “Prai- 
rieton,” and “Georgia Town.”) Warner, after assessing his 
findings and comparing them with other findings, concluded 
that there is at least something of Jonesville in all American 
communities. 

Wliile different communities have revealed a different num¬ 
ber of major class groupings or clusters, the number that 
appears more persistently tlian any other is five. Warner found 
five major classes in Jonesville and in his tliree-year study of 
communities in the Chicago area. This was a modification of 
his earlier finding of six classes in liis old New England Yankee 
City, where he had divided the upper class into the old and 
new uppers because antiquity in New England was such an 
important factor. Bevode McCall found five main classes in 
his Georgia Town. August B. Ilollingshead, in his study of 
New Haven, Connecticut, found a ‘Tatlier rigid five-tier class 
structure.” 

To me, most impressive is Hollingshead's discovery of five 
classes in Elmtown, because of the technique he used to arrive 
at that number. Hollingshead, then of Indiana University and 
now of Yale University, went to Elmtown to study adolescent 
behavior as it might relate to social class.^ His first problem 
was to decide if the town did have a recognized class struc¬ 
ture. To do this, he selected twenty-five different residents 
as raters. To each he handed a pack of thirty cards. On each 
card was printed the name of a husband and wife well known 
in the community. There were thirty couples, thirty cards. He 
simply asked each rater to place each couple in the “class” or 
“station” to which the couple belonged. He gave no further 
instructions. Yet more than three quarters of the raters divided 
the cards into five piles or “classes.” Furthermore, the raters 
were in agreement on more than three quarters of their place¬ 
ments of specific couples. Later, Hollingshead took twenty of 
the cards and presented them to twelve brand-new raters. This 
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time an even higher proportion (10 out of 12) isolated fi^sily 
piles or ‘'classes/' :;ity 

Sociologist Joseph A. Kahl of Washington University, i 
surveying the various community studies, commented tha^^-e 
while there were differences as to the number of classes thtrk 
differences “are not really contradictory, for the basic outlinesn 
are agreed upon/'*^ He then gave what he thought was the^ 
best way to describe the situation with a “minimum of distor- • 
tion” by arbitrarily presenting five classes. He called them 
“ideal types.” The five classes these various sociologists have 
found are, of course, not identical in all respects but they do 
have fundamental resemblances. The five classes I will de¬ 
scribe later on in this chapter are also roughly comparable to 
tliem. 

This number “five” seems to carry over even into West 
European class structures. The British branch of the Institute 
for Motivational Research accepts a five-class system. And, in 
Denmark, tliree sociologists from the University of Copen¬ 
hagen have found a five-class system operating in that country. 

There have been exceptions, but most sociologists have 
tended to see the primary break in tlie class stRicture as be¬ 
tween the blue-collar, or working-class, world and the white- 
collar world. This was seen as the barrier most difficult to pass. 
Other class lines could be more easily crossed. The Lynds 
pointed to this boundary as the crucial one in their famed 
Middletown studies in the twenties and thirties; and many 
sociologists have continued to stress it. 

Here I would disagree. In the past decade, the most funda¬ 
mental split in our social structure has moved upward a notch. 
It is now between the so-called lower middle class and the 
upper middle class (or between Class 2 and Class 3 on most 
five-class scales). 

This new, more formidable boundary results from the grow¬ 
ing insistence on college diplomas as a minimum entry require¬ 
ment for most of the higher-prestige occupations. 

Meanwhile, we have been seeing a revolutionary blurring of 
the boundary line between white- and blue-collared people. 
The recent upheaval of our economic system has brought 
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about this blurring. Let us pause for a moment to note what 
has been happening. 

Ill tlie past, many investigators have aibitrarily assigned all 
white-collar workers to a class above any blue-collar worker. 
Thus store clerks and stenographers have been rated above 
skilled craftsmen. The reasoning apparently was that tlie 
white-collared person worked in a world carrying more pres¬ 
tige. The white-collar working world was clean rather than 
dirty, and it seemed more dignified, more brainy. There was 
close proximity to management, and people in white collars 
sought to live in the style of their superiors. The pay not only 
wiis bettet than blue-collar pay typically but usually came in 
the form of a weekly salary rather than the less dignified 
hourly-wage form. 

Just about every basis on which white-collared clerical peo¬ 
ple have claimed superior status to blue-collared workers, how¬ 
ever, has been undermined in recent years. This applies not 
only in America but in other advanced industrial nations. 

The change may have started during World War II when 
many people quit office jobs for the more glorified jobs of 
riveters in shipyards. The spectacular growth in the number of 
people finishing high school likewise had an undermining 
effect. In the past, the high-school diploma was a ticket of 
admission to a white-collar job. Now, many millions of Ameri¬ 
can youngsters have the ticket, so there is less prestige attached 
to putting on a white collar. Actually, the color of the collar 
is losing much of its significance as a label. Many steelworkers 
don't wear blue collars any more on the job, they wear sports 
shirts. And so do supposedly white-collared missile engineers. 

Furthermore, in hundreds of companies, there has been a 
sharp downgrading in the amount of skill and dignity asso¬ 
ciated with the average clerical job. Scientific management 
procedures and the introduction of office machinery have been 
creating working conditions very similar to those out in the 
plant, wliich simultaneously has been cleaned up and made 
to look more like an office. Many white-collared office workers 
—billing clerks, key-pimch operators—are actually machine 
attendants, manual workers in any honest nomenclature. The 
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work of some clerical people is so routinizecl, dull, and easily 
learned that people are often chosen for their special capacity 
to endure boredom. 

Even the layout of the large office is coming more and more 
to resemble that of the factory, with straight-line flow of work 
and in some cases assembly belts for moving paper work from 
point to point. Each w^orker does a fragment of the complete 
operation. The repetitive task of a comptometer operator, for 
example, depends upon the repetitive tasks of file clerks, 
stenographers, accountants, and messengers before and after 
her task is pe^rformed.** 

Finally, in many of the larger plants, the white-collared 
functionary is isolated from his or her bosses so that even the 
psychological satisfaction of closeness to management is being 
denied. C. Wright Mills, Columbia University sociologist, 
points out that the skill of shorthand is becoming obsolete with 
the growing use of dictaphones. He writes: “Dictation was 
once a private meeting of executive and secretary. Now the 
executive phones a pool of dictaphone transcribers whom he 
never sees and who know him merely as a voice.”® 

From tlie male's standpoint, another factor bringing a 
decline in prestige to clerical work is the fact that many of the 
jobs in this gromng field are being filled by women, who 
typically command somewhat less money for tlie same job than 
men. In tlie occupations of bank teller, bookkeeper, and 
cashier, long dominated by men, women are taking over. 

The change in status of white-collar jobs is most sharply 
reflected, however, in the comparative financial rewards of 
wliite- and blue-collar employees. At the turn of the century, a 
white-collar job commanded twice as much money as a factory 
job. Today, the unionized blue-collar worker has overtaken 
and moved ahead of the white-collar worker. Sales workers 
earn less than craftsmen and foremen who typically have three 
years less schooling. (The 1950 Census was the first in history 
to show blue-collar workers surpassing in income a category 
of white-collar workers.) 

The extent of the shift shows up vividly in figures released 
by the United States Labor Department on wages in seventeen 
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labor markets as of 1956. Male office clerical workers earned 
a third less tlian men in ‘‘maintenance and powerphmt.” 

A sign of the change is the kind of jobs that blue-collar 
factory workers were accepting as stopgaps when they lost 
their jobs temporarily during the 1957—58 recession. Some 
foimd themselves in “clean' white- or semi-white-collared-type 
jobs. Life magazine, in an article describing the impact on 
Peoria, Illinois, of a layoff at a local tractor-manufacturing 
plant, featured a machine-shop worker who had been earning 
$80 a week. Out of a job, he put on a white collar and tie and 
began working mornings at a local supermarket as an attend¬ 
ant. In the afternoons and early evenings, wearing a white 
jersey, he worked as an apprentice masseur. Although he 
worked twelve imd one half hours a day, six days a week, at 
these non-blue-collar jobs, he still earned about $10 a week 
less than he had at tlie factory. 

Perhaps the most spectacular falling off in money and pres¬ 
tige has occurred with retail salesclerks. In ten Northeastern 
and Soutliern cities, I sought to find why customers were 
gnimbling so much about service they were receiving at the 
hands of clerks. The answer was best summed up by a New 
Yorker in the merchandising field. He stated: “Retail stores 
are trying to compete in the labor market by offering the most 
undesirable hours, the lowest wages, and working conditions 
that can't compare with those of office workers.” 

A variety-store manager in Na.shville, Tennessee, told me, 
concerning the hours: “It's the six-day week that beats us— 
and the lack of Saturday off, especially if the giiTs husband has 
Saturday off.” As for the pay, the manager of a variety store 
outside Paterson, New Jersey, said: “Moneywise, we don't 
pretend to compete with factories and offices.” The average 
young man entering retailing is likely to make considerably 
less than his brother going to work in a factory. While factory 
workers average around $80 a week, clerks in general-mer¬ 
chandise stores on an average earn less than $50. 

Still, I found women, as in Greenville, South Carolina, 
working as low-paid salesclerks rather than taking higher¬ 
paying factory jobs because of pride of class. Some felt their 
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family's status in the community could not survive the as¬ 
sumed comedown. 

The unions have sought, witli only modest success, to exploit 
the growing frustration of clerical and other white-collar work¬ 
ers with such sneering slogans as ‘Tou Can't Eat Air Condi¬ 
tioning." Unions feel an urgent need for white-collar recruits 
because the supply of blue-collar workers, who constitute the 
great bulk of union membership, is shrinking. ]olm L. Lewis's 
mine workers’ union is one third the size it was in his pre- 
World War II days of glory and power. Most white-collar peo¬ 
ple still aspire to rise, and tliis makes tliem poor prospects for 
the unions. Many are caught up in a panic about their status 
and strain to demonstrate that they are different from the 
working class. Meanwhile, many lead lives of quiet confoimity 
tiying to live like—and to please—their superiors. The most 
eloquent simimation of this feeling of frustiation that afflicts 
many such people was offered some years ago, when times 
were harder, by George OrweU’s salesman, Mr. Bowling, in 
Coming Up for Air. lie states: *‘There’s a lot of rot talked 
about the sufferings of the working class. I’m not so sorry for 
the proles myself. . . . The prole suffers physically, but he's 
a free man when he isn’t working. But in every one of those 
little stucco boxes there's some poor bastard who's never free 
except when he's fast asleep and dreaming that he's got the 
boss down the bottom of a well and is bunging lumps of coal 
at him." 

While the boundary between white and blue collar is blur¬ 
ring, the boundary between lower and upper white-collar 
groups is becoming sharp and formidable. (By upper white 
collar I mean the managers, professional people, etc.) It has 
become tlie great dividing hne in our society. And it is be¬ 
coming more formidable every year. 

The boundary is formidable because the ticket of admission 
is steep: a college diploma of some sort. About one in eight 
youths today has the ticket. More and more, opportunity at the 
higher levels begins and ends with the choice of education. 
After one is educated the mold is usually set. Only rarely will 
a person who begins in a lower white-collar job without a 
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college degree be able to move across the line into tlie upper 
group. 

Our so-called great “middle class” actually is being split 
down the middle by this requirement. One of America's lead¬ 
ing social theorists. Harvard's Talcott Parsons, states: “Prob¬ 
ably the best single index of tlie line between ‘upper middle' 
class and the rest of the middle class is the expectation tliat 
children will have a college education as a matter that is a 
status right, not because of tlie exceptional ability of the indi¬ 
vidual.” 

In smaller communities, there are still many upper-middle- 
class males who never went to college; but they represent the 
opportunity situation of more than a decade ago. (A number 
of college graduates, on the other hand, have never succeeded 
in winning acceptance as upper middle class.) The number of 
today s youths, however, who will achieve an upper-middle- 
class status without the benefit of a college degree will be far 
more limited. 

Our class system is starting to bear a resemblance to that 
which prevails in the military services. In the services there 
are, of course, status differences between a private and a cor¬ 
poral and between a lieutenant and a captain. The great divi¬ 
sion, however, is between officers and enlisted men, with only 
quite limited opportunities for acquiring, while in service, the 
training necessary to pass from one division to the other. 

The system of horizontal social strata which I perceive 
emerging in America is in two great divisions. Within each 
division there are classes or major bulges. Here appears to be 
the most graphic way to suggest by generalization the situation 
that is developing: 

The Diploma Elite 

I. The Real Upper Class 

II. The Semi-Upper Class 

The Supporting Classes 

III. The Limited-Success Class 

IV. The Working Class 

V. The Real Lower Class 



Emerging: A Diploma Elite * 33 


The diploma elite consists of the big, active, successful 
people who pretty much run things. The supporting classes 
contain the passive non-big people who wear both white and 
blue collai’s: die small shopkeepers, workers, functionaries, 
technical aides. Here briefly is a description of the five classes, 
as I see them, diat comprise these two main divisions. 

I. The Real Upper Class. These are the people who 
likely to be on the board of directors of local industries, banks, 
universities, and community chests; who send tESjTdaughterSj 
to finishing schools and their sons, probably, to a boarding 
school and, certainly, to a '"good" college. They have heavy 
investments in local land, industry, banks—they probably in¬ 
herited much of it—and they can swing a great deal of weight 
around town when they wish. These also include the high- 
prestige professionals such as the more fashionable doctors, 
lawyers, and architects who come from well-connected families 
or have an upper-class clientele. The Episcopal minister als^' 
would normally be included here. 

These people of the real upper class would have you believe 
that wealth has little bearing on their social pre-eminence. 
Rather, it is the gracious, leisurely way of life they have 
achieved as a result of their innate good taste and high breed¬ 
ing. In smaller communities, “old" family background is espe¬ 
cially important. 

The real-upper-class people tend to view the new rich as 
uncouth and will accept them only when the self-made new¬ 
comers become so powerful that they must be consulted on 
the important decisions involving the community and only if 
they have the right kind of money. (Wealthy undertakers are 
not typically accepted.) 

It is true that only the rarest of the new rich can take on 
the genteel, austere airs of the old rich without a good deal 
of practice and observation. But although manners are impor¬ 
tant, money is more so. One of the most articulate local in¬ 
formants in HoUingshead's Elmtown, a Mr. Henry Dotson, 
explained what it takes to stay in the top class in Elmtown;'*' 

“First, Td say money is the most important. In fact no- 
body^s in tliis class if he doesn’t have money; but it just isn t 


ar^, 
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money alone. YouVe got to have tlie right family connections, 
and you have got to behave yourself or you get popped out. 
And if you lose your money, you're dropped. If you don't 
have money, you’re just out,” 

In Northeast City, v^here I spent several weeks exploring 
the elite structure of a representative middle-sized metropolis, 
an old-family social matron talked nostalgically of social rela¬ 
tions in the old days. Then, she said, “family” really counted. 
Many of the best families would never hav^e received tlie 
people they do today. But, she sighed, “money is money.” 

Most communities with a population of more than 10,000 
have a fairly well-defined upper class. At the higher reaches 
of the upper class are what might be called the “upper 
uppers.” They live in tlie most exclusive sections of large 
metiopolitan areas and are still very rich or very powerful 
even when viewed on a national basis. 

II. The Semi-Upper Class. This is the class that sociologists 
still usually call the “upper middle class.” My only objection 
to that phrase is tliat it impfies “upper middle” is part of a 
larger body called tlie “middle class” and so is intimately 
related to what tlie sociologists call the “lower middle class,” 
also assumed to be a part of the larger “middle class” body. 
My contention is that they are becoming two quite distinct 
clusters and shouldn’t be confused. However, I concede that 
it is convenient to refer to whatever is between upper and 
lower as “middle.” When, subsequently, I cite findings of 
sociologists who use “upper middle” I will accept their termi¬ 
nology. 

At any rate, members of the semi-upper class—to revert to 
my terminology—are mostly confident, energetic, ambitious 
people who went away to college, then began a career some¬ 
where away from their home town or neighborhood. Most of 
them are with fairly large organizations where they are deci¬ 
sion makers serving as managers, technologists, or persuaders. 
The remainder are professional men or successful local busi- 
ne.ssmen. 


V Members of this semi-upper class are the hyperactive civic 
osters who devote themselves actively to their roles in serv- 
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ice clubs and country clubs, and their wives power the local j 
charity drives. ^ 

Below the two classes cited, which comprise the diploma 
elite, is a gulf; and beyond the gulf are the supporting classes. 
Its members are the people who are, in the words of sociologist 
Joseph A. Kahl, ‘‘the anonymous or little people—the vast 
masses who can be hired interchangeably to do the routine 
jobs in factory or oiffice.”*^ His judgment may seem a bit harsh 
in its sweep. I know that my garbage man—one of the most 
fascinating conversationalists of my acquaintance—would re¬ 
sent being caUed either little or anonymous. Perhaps it is only 
people who serve as functionaries or cogs for big organizations 
who feel httle and anonymous. In any case, Kahks statement 
does suggest that the work role of most of these people is in the 
lower division. They are outside the area of decision and play 
essentially supporting roles as workers, functionaries, or aides. 
III. The Limited-Success Class, This group is the one still 
characteristically referred to by sociologists as the “lower 
middle class.’' Its members place great store in demonstrating 
that they are respectable, proper, cultured, and socially above 
the working masses. They are more conforming, more morally 
proper, and more active in the churches than any other group. 
To pursue the military parallel, they are the non-commissioned 
officers of our society. 

Virtually all its members have high-school diplomas, and 
many of them have a year or two of post-high-school training 
in technical schools, two-year colleges, or secretarial schools. 

In offices they are the clerks, excepting the routine machine 
attendants, and secretaries. On Main Street they are clerks in 
the quality store or the small shopkeepers or the smaller con¬ 
tractors. In industiy they are the foremen, technical aides—a 
spectacularly expanding group—and skilled craftsmen. They 
also are the smaller farmers. 

In short, they include the lower ranks of the genuinely 
white-collar world and the higher ranks of the blue-coUar 
world, the aristocrats of labor. Both groups are success minded, 
but in a different way. The blue-collared elite are at the top 
of their ladder and so don’t worry too much about trying to 
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upgrade themselves socially by their choice of status symbols. 
The white-collared people do worry, and do strive. They feel 
that they haven't arrived, and wonder if they ever will. As 
Kahl puts it, they are “constantly striving to get ahead: yet 
most will never gel very far, and after they have outlived the 
romantic dreams of youth, they know it'"^ 

Both the blue- and wliite-colliu* members, then, are of 
roughly equal prestige although their wa)\s of life differ. And 
they botli can be called “limited successes/’ but for different 
reasons. 

IV. The Working Class. The heads of families of tins class 
frequently have not finished high school. They work steadily, 
in good times, at jobs that require little training and can be 
mastered in a few days or, at most, a few weeks. They consti¬ 
tute the backbone of tlie industrial unions and numerically 
are the largest class (nearly 40 per cent of the total). 

Most are semi-skilled factory operatives. Others wear white 
shirts and man machines in offices or work as deliverymen. 
Still others are truck drivers, miners, filling-station attendants, 
supeimarket clerks and attendants. As Elmtowns Henry 
Dotson put it: “They are tlie good solid people who live right 
but never get any place.” 

Their work often bores them, especially if it is a repetitive 
job, and they live for the pleasures their paychecks can buy. 
If you ask them what they do for a living they say, “Oh, I 
work for Standard.” It wouldn't occur to them to explain what 
they do there. It is too boring, and not a source of pride. 
While they resent the airs put on by wliite-collared folks, they 
like to feel they are good citizens. 

V. The Real Lower Class. These are the people everyone 
else looks down upon. They live in the decrepit slum areas 
that just about every American town has. (Slums are much 
less apparent in Europe's towns and cities.) They usually leave 
school as soon as legally allowed, if not before. They work 
erratically at unskilled or semi-skilled tasks, and try to find 
their pleasures where they can. Henry Dotson said of the Elm- 
town lower class: “There is a really low class here that is a 
lulu. It is made up of families who are not worth a . . . damn, 
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and they don’t give a damn. They’re not immoral; they’re not 
unmoral; they’re plain amoral. , . . They have animal urges 
and respond to them. They’re like a bunch of . . . rabbits.” 

Allison Davis, University of Chicago sociologist, found in 
a study of the motives of the underprivileged that people in 
tliis class are so used to living on the edge of hunger and dis¬ 
aster that they have never learned '‘ambition” or a drive for 
higher skills or education. “In a sense,” he reported, “ambition 
and the drive to attain the higher skills are a kind of luxury. 
They require a minimum physical security; only when one 
knows where his next week’s or next month’s food and shelter 
will come from can he and his children afford to go in for 
long-term education and training. . . 

These people are not as frightened of losing a job as the rest 
of us because they fatalistically expect they will lose it any¬ 
how; and unlike the rest of us tliey know that even when 
everything is lost friends and relatives will take them in with¬ 
out any loss of respectability. There is little to lose. “The 
harder the economic noose is drawn, the tighter the protective 
circle,” Davis reports. 

Meanwhile, the unmarried male spends his nights in sexual 
exploration. He lives in a world, according to Davis, “where 
visceral, genital and emotional gratification is far more avail¬ 
able” than it is to most of us. 

These people know that most of us look down on them and 
despise them. There are two natural reactions to this con¬ 
tempt: either kick back, which youths do and then are ar¬ 
rested for juvenile delinquency, or retreat into apathy, which 
is what the older lowers do. What these people need more 
than charity or prosperity is recognition. 

Quite a few people, it should be noted, do not fit neatly 
into any of these horizontal identifications. They are in be¬ 
tween the major bulges of class, or their characteristics make 
them hard to place. This is particularly true of many intel¬ 
lectuals, who tend to have high-class tastes and educations 
with incomes that often do not match. Further, they value 
nonconformity and so develop their own ways of snooting. 
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Perhaps they get a hideaway on Fire Island or Majorca. And 
inevitably the less imaginative well-to-do begin copying them 
by going there. 

The peculiar behavior of intellectuals, or eggheads, will be 
examined in subse(]iient chapters. Anyone who considers him¬ 
self well read, of course, can set liimself up as an intellectual, 
or as a bohemian or an upper bohemian, to use Russell Lynes's 
teim. Bohemia is a state of mind inhabited by those who, 
whether or not they are creative or paiticularly intellectual, 
like to stand on the margins and scoff at the babbitts. They 
cherish, within limits, difierentness of behavior. 

Genuine eggheads are the working intellectuals who create 
culture (i.e., scholars, artists, editors, philosophers, novelists, 
composers, etc.) or who disseminate and interpret culture 
(i.e., academic people, critics, actors, etc.). 

These people tend to develop their own quite tight stratifi¬ 
cation systems outside tlie main body of the class .system. Most 
would be veiy ill at ease trying to converse with a genuine 
proletarian. They share the diploma elite's ideals about higher 
education and higher income. And often they are quite avid 
status seekers within the marginal group they wish to impress. 
If, as is likely, they live in a ‘^contemporary” home, they will, 
while visiting other “contemporary” homes, carefully note the 
kind of eating utensils considered most appropriate for such 
a house. 

Union leaders likewise are among those hard to classify, 
A study of the power structure in the steelmaking city of 
Lorain, Ohio, revealed that in recent years union leaders have 
come to exert a dominant influence in political and school 
aflPairs. Furthermore, they are pensons of great influence in 
many civic activities. The influence of upper-class business 
and professional families in tliese areas has at the same time 
been greatly curtailed. Socially, however, the position of the 
union leaders and their families is ambiguous. They were 
found to be rated less highly in terms of social status than 
many business and professional men who had far less influence 
in the community than they did. This, of course, may be a 
transitional situation. 
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^*The commuting villages of Connecticut's Fairfield 
County ... show three distinct stwial categories^ 
vertically divided. First, there are the Yankees, 
descendants of the original settlers and still the 
wielders of power. Second, there are the Italians • • 
who initially came ,,, as track layers • • . and 
remained to become the storekeepers, artisans 
(etc,), . • . Third, there are the ISew York com^ 
muters, also called the lambs, or the pigeons, or 
the patsies,^’—MAX SHULMAN. 

Now WE TURN TO THE OTHER HALF OF THE STORY ABOUT OUR 
social-class structure. Max Shulman in his novel, Rally Round 
the Flag, Boys!, showed that a novelist can sometimes be 
more perceptive than a sociologist in spotting cleavages.^ 
Until recently, most sociologists in talking of our class struc¬ 
ture have concerned themselves only with the horizontal layers 
(such as we discussed in the last chapter). People are identified 
with a layer primarily in terms of prestige. 

It now seems clear, however, that the American populace 
is also organized into vertical strata, on the basis of different-- 
ness. 

A class, as I perceive it, is any group of people within a 
population who have a common status or origin that tends 
to set them apart—and who develop a style of life that em¬ 
phasizes the apaitness. If I say that a man is a wealthy Boston 
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banker, automatically in your mind you assign him a high- 
prestige rating. But if I add tliat his name is Lazienki, a new 
dimension has been added, even tliough you may still agree 
he deserves a high-prestige rating. 

Sociologist Raymond W. Mack told me of an interesting 
exercise he sometimes gives his students in stratification. He 
asks tliem to “place” in the class structure a man with these 
characteristics: “He is a graduate of Indiana University and 
has a law degree from Ohio State. His father, a small business¬ 
man, was a high-scliool graduate. His mother had two years 
of college. He drives a 1958 Buick ... he has his own law 
office ... he is a Methodist ... he has a $12,000 income . . . 
his two children are university students.” At this point Mack 
asks the students if tliey now have the man pretty well pegged 
as to status. Usually they nod that they have. Then he adds: 
“Oh, yes, and one other tiling. He is a Negro.” That last bit of 
information forces them to readjust the whole concept they 
have been building in their minds. Mack says the students look 
at him as though he had cheated because he held back the 
most important fact. 

We tend to think of “minorities” as a minor part of our 
society. Actually, they constitute more than 50,000,000 of the 
United States population. 

Sociologist Milton M. Gordon, now of Wellesley College, 
was one sociologist who began wondering uneasily, in the 
early fifties, if a series of horizontal strata told the whole story 
of the American class system.^ The position of the milfions of 
Americans who belonged to various ethnic groups bothered 
him. Their ethnic status seemed to set them apart with in¬ 
visible boundaries—and limit their area of “intimate social 
contact in the adult world”—just as thoroughly as the social- 
class system (horizontal) based on the prestige of occupation, 
education, etc. In the past, sociologists had tended to consider 
Negroes as a caste apart but to assign all other people with 
ethnic backgrounds to whatever horizontal social stratum best 
fit them in terms of prestige. Gordon disagreed that Negroes 
should be considered apart. As he saw it, their situation 
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differed in degree ratlier than in kind from that of other 
ethnic groups. 

He proposed tliat American society is “crisscrossed” by two 
sets of stiatification structures (social class and ethnic class) 
and that while they should be kept conceptually apart they 
should both be considered a part of the “full outhnes of the 
social class system.” 

Meanwliile, August B. Holhngshead had shifted his com¬ 
munity investigations from tlie largely Protestant, old-Ameri- 
can Elmtown in the Midwest to New Haven, Connecticut, a 
city with a heavy etluiic population. He found, as in Elmtown, 
five main horizontal classes. But as far as socializing was 
concemed, each ethnic group in New Haven appeared to have 
its own social structure of five classes. He concluded that New 
Haven had “parallel class structures.”'^ His findings indicated 
that the community’s current structure is “differentiated verti¬ 
cally along racial, ethnic and rehgious fines, and each of these 
vertical cleavages in turn is differentiated horizontally by a 
series of strata or classes that are encompassed witliin it.’* 
The horizontal classes are based on such prestige factors as 
occupation, schooling, address. The result, he said, was a social 
structure that is “highly compartmentalized.” 

Hollingshead offered a vivid example to illustrate tlie 
parallel class .structures, each having its elite. He found 
that New Haven had not one but seven different Junior 
Leagues for its elite wliite young women. The top-ranking 
organization, he reported, “is tlie New Haven Junior League 
which draws its membership from the *01d Yankee’ Protestant 
families whose daughters have been educated in private 
schools. The Catholic Charity League is next in rank and 
age—its membership is drawn from Irish-American families. 
In addition to this organization there are Italian and Polish 
Jmiior Leagues within the Catholic division of the society. 
The Swedish and Danish Junior Leagues are for properly 
connected young women in these ethnic groups, but they are 
Protestant. Then too the upper class Jewish families have 
their Junior League. 

“This principle of parallel structures for a given class level 
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by religious, ethnic and racial groups,” Hollingshead said, 
“proliferates throughout the community.” The cultural char¬ 
acteristics typical of each horizontal level carry through all 
the parallel (or vertical) structures. And the cultural pattern 
or “master mold” for each horizontal class ninning through 
tlie entire structure is set by the “Old Yankee” core group. 

Other observers, in chewing on this puzzle of how to de¬ 
scribe the class structure, proposed the concept of a series of 
free-standing pyramids, each with its own layers. Harpers 
Russell Lyues found, in exploring the behavior of the aristoc¬ 
racy of the business world, that the leaders in the communica¬ 
tions industry, for example, were more flamboyant and ad¬ 
venturous in their behavior patterns than men in the older, 
more conservative industries. He would put tlie higher 
echelons of the industries, at least, in different pyramids. 

The vertical structures based on the differentness of groups 
overlay—to revert to tlie grid concept—the horizontal classes 
based on prestige. They vary, of course, from community to 
community both in composition and in the proportion of 
their total membership in the higher-prestige classes. 

Here, however, are the four criteria most commonly used by 
Americans in determining that certain fellow citizens are 
sufficiently different from themselves to justify a wall. The 
people are differentiated: 

1. By recency of arrival in the locality. Old-timers in almost 
any community like to feel they have a monopoly on local 
prestige, and tend to view all newcomers as upstarts. A mo¬ 
tivational study of home buyers in the Philadelphia area dis¬ 
closed that people would rather move into a brand-new 
development-type community than go tlirough the torment 
of becoming accepted in an older, established neighborhood. 
The wealthier women of Elmtown had two clubs: one for the 
older, more exclusive families and one for the newer rich. 

Interesting collisions have been developing in many United 
States communities as a result of the growing industrial prac¬ 
tice of dispersing plants into smaller cities and towns. Once 
the plants are built, managerial personnel in large numbers 
move in and in some cases feel superior to the town’s existing 
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upper class. Gregory P. Stone and William H, Foim of Michi¬ 
gan State College followed the progress of one of these massive 
clashes in a Michigan town of 10,000, which they call Vans- 
burg.^ It had attracted national manufacturers because of its 
low-cost labor. Managerial personnel moved in who did not 
accept either the “conventional symbols or the conventional 
norms of status” prevailing in Vansburg. 

These invading newcomers or “cosmopolites” were oriented 
in tlieir life style to the sophisticated, blase, and busy life 
style of the metropolis. Immediately they “joined together 
and made status claims that called into question the status 
of the 'old families’ of tlie community. Rather than attempting 
to achieve social honor by emulating the life style of tlie 
entrenched ‘upper classes’ the members of this group imposed 
their own symbols upon the social life of Vansburg and estab¬ 
lished themselves as a separate status group. They appeared 
pubhcly in casual sports clothes, exploited images of ‘bigness’ 
in tlieir conversations with established local businessmen, re¬ 
tired late and slept late. With all the aspects of a coup they 
‘took over’ the clubs and associations of the ‘old families.’ ” 

At the country club, which they came to dominate, most 
of the old families resigned in protest. The old families at last 
report had chosen one club in town as a “last bastion of de¬ 
fense against the ‘upstart invasion.’ ” Resentment of new¬ 
comers seemed even more intense at lower social levels than 
at the highest levels. 

Such wholesale invasions have caused the old gxiards in 
many communities to react by emphasizing the importance 
of ancestry. Throughout the Midwest, many of the towns 
staging centennial celebrations have been manipulating the 
occasions to exalt the families still in town whose ancestors 
happened to get there first. Elmtown was celebrating such a 
centennial during Hollingshead’s visit and he noticed that all 
the pageantry centered on old prominent families with Anglo- 
Saxon names. “Eventually,” he says, “it became clear that 
the backers of the centennial were primarily interested in 
glorifying their own ancestry.” People who had helped build 
tibe town after the pioneer era were not included. 
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In Northeast City, which I visited, the old families were 
very much on tfie defensive socially because of the recent in¬ 
flux of talented, prosperous, charming people. One night I was 
chatting in a restaurant with a woman widely regarded as one 
of the city's social arbiters. Her great-grandfather was an 
Early Settler. She had with her an elderly companion. At one 
point, while the companion was away from the table, she 
whispered to me confidentially, “You know, he’s not really 
accepted here by some of the best families. His family was 
from Poughkeepsie and brought him here when he was six.” 

2. national background. Holling.shead made an analysis 
of the ethnic origins of the people of New Haven and found 
a third were of Italian origin. Other groups in descending 
order of size were Irish; Russian, Polish, Austrian Jews; 
British-Americans; Gennans; Poles; Scandinavians; Negroes. 

“Although all of tliese groups,” Hollingshead states, “have 
been in the community for at least a half centuiy, they are 
keenly aware that their ancestors were English, Irish, Italian, 
Russian, Geiman, Polish or Negro.” Each group when it 
arrived kept to itself and developed its own occupational 
specialties. 

He noted that as each newly arriving group has entered the 
occupational system the groups that have arrived earlier 
moved up a notch. This same phenomenon—where immigra¬ 
tion is massive—has been observed in Hawaii, where planters 
have imported in succession a half-dozen nationality groups 
as plantation hands. The Chinese were the first to arrive. 
Today, few Chinese can be found on tlie plantations. Most of 
the men are in the cities in professional, proprietary, clerical, 
or skilled classes of employment. In New Haven, the Italians, 
although now numerically the largest group, were among the 
latest to arrive and, with immigration drying up, still have 
made relatively little headway in moving into the highest 
occupations. The great majority are still manual workers. 

3. By religion. While the large majority of Americans are 
Protestant, 36,000,000 are Roman Catholic and 5,500,000 
are Jewish. The social philosopher. Will Herberg, has stated 
that, as the melting pot gradually dissolves other differences 
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of newcomers such as language and dress, America will 
coalesce into tluee great sub-cultures—Protestant, Catholic, 
and Jewish. 

There are arguments against calling Jews a race, an ethnic 
group, or a religious group. (For example, as a race African 
Jews are black, and Chinese Jews look much like other 
Chinese.) While many Jews who have taken up other reli¬ 
gious faitlis are still regarded as Jewish, the fact remains 
that religion is tlie primary binder that holds together the 
Jewish community in America. For whatever reason—whether 
Gentile barriers, Jewish cohesiveness, or both—Jews do tend, as 
we shall see in a later chapter, to lead a segregated social 
life. And in many communities they maintain a division among 
themselves. The quiet, conservative German Jews, the first 
large Jewish group to reach America, often turn their backs 
on tlie more flamboyant and lively Polish and Russian Jews 
who began arriving several decades later. In some cities, the 
two groups have tlieir separate elite social clubs. 

Catholics, too, tend to split up by national origin. The Irish, 
in some cities, remain aloof from the Italians; and the Italians 
do not intermingle much with the Poles. 

And Protestants, especially at the elite level, frequently try 
to draw a line that excludes both Catholics and Jews. Some 
years ago, one hsting of several thousand socially select New 
Englanders contained only about a dozen Catholics and still 
fewer Jews.® 

4. By pigmentation. For the one American in ten who is 
a Negro, the boundaries of status are hardly invisible. To a 
somewhat lesser extent the same applies to Americans of 
Chinese, Mexican, or Indian origin. Among Negroes, the 
color of their skin is almost universally recognized as a barrier 
to full dignity of treatment from their fellow citizens. Con¬ 
sequently, many of them strain to “marry light” and tend to 
grant high status to fellow Negroes who have the lighter 
complexions. While perhaps 10,000 hght-skinned Negroes 
“pass” the boundary each year and are accepted as white, 
these constitute but a tiny fraction of their race. Most of the 
rest must live with the grim fact that, while a white person 
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can sometimes work up from a low social status to a high one, 
a colored man can never work up to being a white man. Many 
restaurants in the United States which serve tlie most uncouth 
white trash would refuse to serve such a distinguished Negro 
as Dr. Ralph Bunche. And as Kimball Young and Raymond 
W. Mack have pointed out: “A Negio may be a college gradu¬ 
ate and an experienced pilot in the U.S. Air Force and yet be 
rejected as a job applicant by a commercial airline needing 
pilots.”® 

What some can do, however, is seek to separate themselves 
as far as possible from the general run of lower-class Negroes 
through achievement and style of life. Across their caste line 
they have set up a horizontal social structure based on the 
white model. And many Negroes have been able to move up 
from the bottom (Class V) to Classes IV, III and in a few 
cases to Classes II and I. They have been moving into skilled, 
clerical, managerial, and professional jobs. Some have built 
fortunes. Ebonij magazine estimates that several hundred 
Negroes now have assets of more than $100,000. They have 
built their fortunes in real estate, the beauty business, owning 
restaurants, insurance, baseball, boxing, medicine, and so on. 
Some of these new-rich Negro businessmen with an all-Negro 
clientele feel something of a vested interest in segregation. 

These higher-status Negroes pattern their behavior after 
what they perceive to be the white model. They speak softly 
and precisely to show they are not like noisy, low-class 
Negroes; they shun emotional religions; they have small 
families; they encourage their children to study Latin as a 
mark of culture; and they prefer to shop at higher-class white 
stores. One of Chicago’s department stores was considering 
building a branch in an upper-middle-class Negro neighbor¬ 
hood. The management was advised by local informants in 
effect: “Don’t come. You’ll become a Negro store. The people 
here would rather go in town to your white store.” 

Their behavior, in short, has become more like that of their 
opposite class numbers among the whites than like that of 
the main body of their own people. 

The strain of this striving for differentness and superiority 
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is beginning to show, according to Negro sociologist E. 
Franklin Frazier of Howard University. They are more stiff 
in their behavior and more desperately absorbed in surround¬ 
ing themselves with status symbols such as limousines and 
mink coats than their white counterparts. In fact, Frazier 
accuses the *‘black bourgeoisie” of being engaged in such a 
'wild flight from reality” that it is failing to provide respon¬ 
sible leadership for Negroes as a whole. 

Meanwhile, there is evidence that Negroes are no longer 
the lowest-prestige group among the nation's ethnics. Occu¬ 
pationally at least, many of the Puerto Ricans migrating to 
the United States—especially the darker-skinned ones~are 
taking over the most menial jobs. Today, in New York, it is 
not uncommon to see a Negro bus driver cussing out a Puerto 
Rican pushing a hand truck in the garment district. A decade 
ago it might have been an Irish bus driver cussing out a 
Negro. 

In New York City's principal detention house for juvenile 
delinquents, the Negro and white boys combine to snub 
Puerto Ricans; and in housing developments Negro tenants 
often fuss in superior fashion about their new Puetro Rican 
neighbors.® 

The barriers put up by other ethnics to the Puerto Ricans 
also are interesting. A few weeks ago, I talked with an Italian- 
born barbershop proprietor in a section of New York that only 
recently became predominantly Puerto Rican. How did the 
change affect his business? He said that ‘'of course” he per¬ 
sonally would not consider cutting a Puerto Rican's hair. 
However, he had solved the problem, he said, by hiring a 
Puerto Rican barber named Francisco. When a Puerto Rican 
customer comes in the door, the Italian proprietor, even if he 
is not busy and Francisco is busy, will call, “Hey, Francisco, 
here's a customer for you.” He added to me, “I explain nicely 
to the customer that I am not accustomed to cutting his kind 
of hair.” A few, he conceded, are offended and leave. Most 
stay and wait. Francisco, incidentally, is not visibly offended. 
The system provides him with more commissions. 

We have, then, a two-dimensional class system. The hori- 
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zontal levels are based on prestige deriving principally from 
such social-class factors as wealth, job, education, style of life. 
The vertical divisions are based on the seeming differentness 
of people caused by their etlmic background, their rehgion, 
etc. For most of us, the horizontal rankings have by far the 
larger impact on our lives, perhaps because they have a hard 
economic base and because they affect ever}^body. During the 
Depression, for example, many working-class people began 
to realize for the first time that their common social-class in¬ 
terests as workingmen were far more important to them than 
the religious, racial, and ethnic rivalries tliat had separated 
them. When in the remainder of the book I s^^eak of classes 
I will be referring to the horizontal ones unless I quahfy the 
reference. 

If I were to try to sum up the emerging picture with another 
figure of speech, I would say that the class structure of the 
United States is more like a jungle gym than a ladder. Or to 
be more precise, in view of the gulf developing between the 
diploma elite and the supporting classes, it is like two jungle 
gyms. One jungle gym is on the ground floor of a building. 
The other, directly above it, is on the second floor. To move 
from the lower jungle gym to the higher one, you must go 
outside and climb up the fire escape of higher education. 

We are now ready to examine, in some detail, the indicators 
of status that are most commonly recognized, and most com¬ 
monly sought. These marks of status estabhsh the prestige rat¬ 
ing we receive in the class structure. 

We become assigned to a certain prestige classification on 
the basis of not one factor but rather the combined influence of 
a number of factors; occupation, education, residence, family 
background, behavior, beliefs, income, and so on. 

Consumption patterns, too, are extremely revealing. After 
years of studying them, Pierre Martineau, Research Director 
of the Chicago Tribune, states that our consuming and spend¬ 
ing habits equal our position in the social-class stnicture. 

Ideally, we should be judged on our individual skill, respon¬ 
sibility, and personal worth. These factors, however, in our age 
of movement and complex organizational structures, are often 
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diflBcult to judge. We may know that tlie man who lives three 
houses down the street has sometliing to do with tlie fertilizer 
business. What his responsibilities and income are, however, 
are not within our area of reliable observation, as they were in 
former days. Thus we tend to “place'* people on the basis of 
what is visible: such as type of home, automobile, clothing, 
home fujTiishings. These are all visible. 

In the following section we shall examine a number of these 
factors that, whether we like it or not, have come to be gen¬ 
erally accepted as indicators of status. They include one's 
home and neighborhood, occupational rank, patterns of spend¬ 
ing, patterns of behavior, patterns of mating, patterns of so¬ 
cializing, patterns of beliefs and attitudes, and patterns of 
indoctrinating the young. 




marks of status 
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unbelievably lavish^ hand-crafted manorial 
estate for a very limited number of affluent families 
of good taste • . . $47,900 ^—FROM AN AD- 
VERTISEMENT of a Roslyn, Long Island, developer- 

Tiie home during the late fifties began showing signs 
of supplanting the automobile as the status symbol most fa¬ 
vored by Americans for staking their status claims. There are 
a number of explanations for this change (see Chapter 21), 
but the most important one, undoubtedly, is that with the gen¬ 
eral rise of incomes and installment buying a luxuriously 
sculptured chariot has become too easily obtainable for the 
great multitudes of status strivers. A home costs more money, 
a lot more. Another explanation is the appearance in profusion 
of mass merchandisers in the home-selling field, who have be¬ 
come skilled—partly by copying mass-selling strategies devel¬ 
oped in the automobile field—in surrounding their product 
with status meanings. Example: “Early American Luxurious 
Ranch . . . $27,900 & Up." That's in Long Island, not the 
Texas Panhandle. 

While observing the 1958 convention of the nation's home 
builders in Chicago, I heard one of the featured speakers, a 
home-marketing consultant, report that he and his aides had 
conducted 411 “depth interviews" in eight cities to find what 

S3 
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people are seeking when they buy a home. In many cases, he 
reported, mid-centuiy home buyers are buying themselves a 
symbol of success; and he discussed at length strategies for 
giving a house being offered for sale ''snob appeal/' 

Many other experts in home selling have recently cited 
"snob appeal” as one of the great secret weapons. One 
strategy, he said, is to drop some French phrases in your 
advertisements. French, he explained, is the language of the 
snob. Later in the year, we began seeing newspaper advertise¬ 
ments of housing developers drenched in French. One, penned 
by a developer in Manetto Hills, Long Island, exclaimed: 
**C'est Ma^nificjue! Unc maison Ranch trds origrnale avcc 8 
rooms, 2)2 baths . . . 2-Cadillac garage . . . $21,990 . . . 
No cash for veterans*' And a builder in Bel Air, Florida, un¬ 
veiled his $42,000 chateaus by proclaiming his prototype 
*‘une autre maison contemporaine de Floride** His entire ad, 
except for the price, was in French. Some builders began 
referring to their 15' x 18' living room as "The Living Forum” 
or the "Reception Galleria,” and to their 9' x 14' bedroom as 
"The Sleeping Chamber.” A split-level house on Long Island 
became "a Georgian split, with a bi-level brunch bar in a 
maitre d' kitchen.” And tiny parcels of ground became "Huge 
% acre Estate Sites.” According to one nile-of-thumb, cited 
by a building consultant, any lot larger than one-fourth acre 
can reasonably be described as an "estate,” and anything 
larger than half an acre can be labeled as a "farm.” 

American families in the past few years have been giving 
more and more thought to the problem of establishing a home 
that adequately reinforces the status image they wish to 
project of themselves. And home builders have happily helped 
the trend along by emphasizing status appeals. William 
Molster, who directs the merchandising activities of the Na¬ 
tional Association of Home Builders, confiims this new trend 
in home selling. He points out that postwar builders who 
erected minimum-shelter mass communities to answer the war- 
stimulated demand are being replaced by the builders who 
are carefully sizing up the desires and needs of their market. 
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Today, he states, the status symbol in home selling has become 
a key to large-volume business. 

A Pittsburgh home-selling consultant, in telling builders how 
to sell to the “snob,” advised salesmen in their selling pitches 
to stress such phrases as “upper brackets,” “exclusive neigh¬ 
borhood,” and “executive-type buyers.” 

One developer outside Chicago, in describing to me the 
buyers of his $2(),000-$30,000 houses, called them “striving, 
frightened people.” He plays upon both those traits, he 
happily explained, in promoting the sale of his houses. This 
man, another enthusiast of tlie motivational approach to home 
selling, helps tlie buyers feel that buying a home in his higher- 
priced development “means they have arrived.” He plays the 
role of the lofty, temperamental designing genius. His aides 
are instructed not to permit a prospective couple to consult 
with him about possible distinctive, made-to-order touches and 
accessories for their prospective home, such as a chandelier, 
until they have placed a token deposit to demonstrate genuine 
interest. His approach, in talking with the wife of the prospec¬ 
tive buy^ is to help her see the $40,000 home as a “love 
symbol.”*Me has noticed that most of his buyers are newly 
prosperous people—not the kind who inherit wealth—and tlie 
husband has struggled so long and arduously at his pajama 
factory that he has had little time to demonstrate his love to 
his wife. Thus, the builder shrewdly oflFers his house to the 
neglected lady as something she “deserves.” (A Kansas City 
builder has drawn many prospects by advertising a “love 
c^ch” in the master bedroom for marital courting.jl^ 

’^In moving to a higher-income level, we find the same striv¬ 
ing, but in a somewhat more discreet form. Researchers for 
the Chicago Tribune, exploring the attitudes of people in the 
semi-elite suburb they studied, summed up the prevailing 
attitude toward homes in this way: “You have to look 
successful. A house is a very tangible symbol of success . . . 
and the residents regard it as a goal and a symbol, as well as 
something to live in.” 

A man promoted to the vice-presidency of a machinery com¬ 
pany, with headquarters in New York City, explained tliat he 
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had bought a better house and finer furniture because he felt 
obliged to live on a higher scale. He felt that expectation was 
a piirt of the promotion. 

One of the most spectacularly successful men who set him¬ 
self up as a builder in an Eastern Seaboard town in the 
postwar era saw what he thought was a way to make a 
strike. He perceived diis opportunity while trying to analyze 
why so many businessmen with New York offices sought homes 
in this town, which had a reputation as an upper-class settle¬ 
ment. Its natural beauties were siupassed by a number of 
others within commuting range of New York. He deduced, 
I m told, that most of tlie prospects were ‘"status-climbing 
phonies.” 

Armed with that insight, he set out to offer them for about 
$50,000 what they really wanted, a big show of genteelness. 
This builder constructed the biggest-Iooking house he could. 
He bore down heavily on the old New England look. Every 
house had a pair of coach lanterns outside. Inside, he 
skimped, used tlie cheapest materials he could. Instead of 
using hardwood floors, he installed soft wood covered with 
plastic tile. He used steel bathtubs, plastic bathroom tile, did 
little insulating, and installed the lowest-cost heating system 
available. His homes became enormously popular. Tm told he 
plans soon to take his profits and settle down far from the 
Eastern Seaboard. Meanwhile, anotlier builder in the same 
town famed among experts for the quality of his houses was 
having a desperate time staying in business. 

The really successful corporate executives do not, especially 
in the East, favor the gaudy palaces common at the turn of 
the century. Servants are usually kept discreetly in the back¬ 
ground-shadows (but still visible)—at dinner parties, instead 
of paraded as showpieces. The master himself may cook 
the steaks over the wide, and often elevated, living-room fire¬ 
place. He must do this carefully, and without the benefit of 
too many Scotches, or grease may drip on the wall-to-wall 
carpeting. 

In the Northeast, at least, the top executive is likely to have 
a gem of an estate, beautifully manicured on the outside. 
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highly polished on the inside. The house will be Georgian, 
Colonial, Federal, old English, or old French, with clipped 
hedge or rustic fence, and, inside, a central hallway and 
period furniture. There will be old portraits or family portraits 
on tlie walls of tlie living room, and, if there is wallpaper— 
tliere probably won't be—it will be used just to add decorative 
touches. Most of tlie walls will be painted a solid color, usually 
with dark trim. The rugs will be either a solid-color wall-to- 
wall type or Oriental. The built-in bookcases will contain 
mostly leather-bound volumes. The gleaming, mahogany din¬ 
ing-room table will be enhanced with silver candlesticks. The 
walnut-paneled den, with its green- or red-leather chairs, will 
have old hunting and sailing prints. The decor probably was 
supervised by an interior decorator specializing in the ex¬ 
ecutive look. 

As you move a block or two away to the vice-presidential- 
level home, you find much the same but on a less sedate and 
autlientic scale. The vice-presidents' wives, as Russell Lynes 
has pointed out, seem *'a little quicker to point out the really 
good pieces of furniture, and to tell you something about the 
artist who painted the picture over the mantel." 

In Texas, of course, you find a little more flamboyance, even 
in executives. The houses are likely to be the rambling-ranch 
type, but with expensive details. A Dallas builder, specializing 
in catering to businessmen who feel a need for homes in the 
$100,000 to $250,000 bracket, has built one section that he 
calls "President's Row” because so many heads of companies 
live there. The houses he builds have such distinctive touches 
as His and Her bathrooms, color television in the bedroom 
ceiling, push-button drapes, air-conditioned dog houses, au¬ 
thentic soda fountains, and hallway fountains. "Our clients,” 
he says, "like these little touches of plushiness.” And he added, 
"We try to create a desire to keep up with the Rockefellers. 
Then, you've got to have snob appeal.” 

A great deal of thought, on the part of builders, has gone 
into finding symbols of higher status that will provoke gasps 
of pleasure from prospective buyers. And the higher-status 
people themselves have obviously given a good deal of 
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tliought to symbols tliat will produce the same results with 
guests in tlieir homes. 

The favored way to do this, in many areas in America, is by 
the use of symbols indicating the owner has ties that go back 
into American history. One of the wealthiest suburban areas 
in America, the Green Bay Road of Lake Forest, Illinois, still 
uses gas lights. In fact, the residents have resisted proposals 
for modernization to tlie extent of setting up a society for the 
prevention of improvement of their road. A builder in Char¬ 
lotte, North CiU*olina, now is putting flickering gas lamps on 
tlie outside of his most expensive models. 

A Midwestern man who had made many millions of dollars 
moved to the Nortii Shore area of Boston, built himself a 
tremendous Itahan-style villa. His wealthy neighbors shunned 
him. After brooding about his ostracism for a few years, he 
diagnosed the trouble, tore down his villa, and replaced it with 
an Early American type estate. The hostility eased, and now 
his family is well accepted. 

A large development firm in the Detroit area promotes its 
new ‘"estates'* with expensive brochures illustrated with a host 
of Early American symbols: hitching posts, spinning wheels, 
muskets, town-crier bells, horseshoes, old lanterns, wooden 
eagles. This firm converted an ancient stable on one of its 
tracts into a historical museum, as a crowd drawer. It placed 
gray-haired hostesses in period costumes in its model homes, 
and it transported prospects about the project in horse-drawn 
carriages. 

In San Jose, California, a builder trias to make each prospec¬ 
tive buyer feel like a bona fide frontiersman or woman. His 
promotions are heavily flavored with historical allusions. They 
exhort: “Trade in your log cabin for a beautif'ul new 
FIRESIDE HOME." They offer prospects of “warmth" and the 
“good things in life for which the pioneers came to this fertile 
valley in the West." Instead of talking about two-Cadillac 
garages, they advise prospects that they can park “two Con¬ 
estogas” in their “extra large wagon shed." The talk about 
financial terms, however, is strictly twentieth century: 
950-$18,450. ... No Down to Vets." 
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Illumination on what this is all about came to me from 
Richard Doan of Newtown, Connecticut, who, until recently, 
was a highly respected dealer in antiques, and is now a radio 
executive. Mr. Doan said that most of the persistent buyers 
of antiques “definitely are trying to give themselves an Early 
American background. They buy a pair of ancestor poiixaits 
and, after a few years, they find themselves telling people that 
tliose ancient people in the portraits are their own great-grand¬ 
parents. That is fairly common." Concerning the problem of 
selling antiques, he said, “It is my impression that class 
appeal is involved, snob appeal. Only one buyer in fifty has 
any real interest in antiques. The rest are giving themselves 
family backgrounds.” The same motivation is involved, he felt, 
in much of the purchasing of pre-Revolutionary homes. Be¬ 
fore long, he said, the buyers “try to make it seem to be the 
old family homestead.” He told me of a vice-president of an 
advertising agency, living in Westchester County, who bought 
a tri-comered hat. He puts it on when he comes home at 
night and “steps down into the eighteenth century.” 

Mr. Doan related that one night he and his wife were 
watching Edwiud R. Murrow's television program, “Person-to- 
Person,” while Mr. Murrow was “visiting” the New York 
apartment of a theatrical celebrity. The camera came to rest 
on a pair of eighteenth-century portraits. The Doans gasped 
in excitement. The portraits had, a few years before, hung in 
their own living room until they had found a buyer. The 
theatrical celebrity modestly explained to Mr. Murrow, “Ed, 
those aren’t my folks. . . . They’re my wife’s ancestors.” 

Support for the Doan thesis on the purchase of antiques 
comes from the suburban study conducted by the Chicago 
Tribune. It was found that, if a suburbanite aspires to move 
up into the “lower-upper class, he will buy antiques—symboLs 
of old social position bought with new money.” 

Antiques, in some cases, become so important for their 
symbolic value that they are cherished even when their func¬ 
tional value is dubious. If you walk along Beacon vStreet, Bos¬ 
ton, you may note that certain windows have defective panes. 
The glass is purplish. The defectiveness of those panes is 
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highly cherished. The panes were part of a shipment of 
inferior glass foisted off on Americans by English glassmaker^ 
more tlian three centuries ago. 

In Wicliita, Kansas, too, you will find many homes with 
symbolic features of uncertiiin utilitarian value. In one devel¬ 
opment of picturesque houses ($35,000), which look like 
something out of Grimm's Fairy Talcs, you may see false 
holes near the gables. Those false holes have symbolic im¬ 
portance. French aristocrats used to have these holes in their 
homes as roosts for hunting birds. The symbolic importance of 
the holes is that only aristocrats in early France were per¬ 
mitted to own guns, and so only they had holes in their gables. 
The holes were, in an earfier era at least, an important status 
symbol. 

The man who alerted me to this false-hole situation was 
James Mills, researcher and publisher of Horne Facts (for 
home builders). He and his staff have spent two years making 
a nationwide study of the new trends in home selling. Mr. 
Mills finds that, in merchandising homes to pre.sent-day Ameri¬ 
cans, “you get a very layered situation."' Foremen, he ex¬ 
plains, don’t want to buy in the same development with work¬ 
men. They want to buy a house in another development weU 
known to offer homes at a higher price. 

Another common device people employ to enhance their 
class status through their homes is to add casual but obviously 
costly touches. One touch coming into increasing popularity 
is the gold-plated bathroom fixture. Gene Dreyfus, vice- 
president of Cooperative Homebuilders (northwest of Chi¬ 
cago), showed me a gold-plated faucet, and said he has found 
it has such tremendous appeal that he is starting to introduce 
it, as an optional accessory, in some of the houses in his 
higher-priced ($30,000 to $50,000) development. The gold 
faucet, he has found, is a little $500 extra that provides the 
buyer with an excellent conversation piece, and adds sub¬ 
stantially to the resale value of the house. 

The air conditioner is similarly cherished in many areas as 
an obviously costly, status-enhancing touch. It has two fea¬ 
tures of special interest, whatever its utilitarian value, from 
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the standpoint of status enhancement. First, it is still im- 
common enough in homes in most areas to provoke conversa¬ 
tion. And, second, evidence of its presence can be seen by 
outsiders passing the home. This visibihty factor was a potent 
force in selling television to tlie three lower classes in TVs 
early days. Within a city or development, TV aerials did not 
begin appearing at random. Instead, they began sprouting 
in clusters. When one pioneering family put up its aerial for 
all to see, nearby neighbors felt impelled to emulate the 
pioneer. 

Even today, the TV aerial has symbolic significance in some 
areas of the nation. In tlie soutliwast comer of Michigan, for 
example, the most conspicuous feature of the landscape is the 
prohferation of tremendously high TV aerials. Some, on tripod 
towers, are fifty-five feet in height. Many two-room shacks 
have thirty-foot towers above them, which might, one would 
imagine, topple the homesteads if a really strong wind struck. 
In many cases, installation of the tower costs as much as the 
TV set inside the home. What is more puzzling is the fact tliat 
houses on high ground are hkely to have towers just as liigh as 
nearby houses on low-lying ground. A native informant, with 
electronic training, informed me that many of tlie houses 
could get perfectly good reception with a ten-foot aerial, but 
that their owners bought the towers “in order to stay even 
with their neighbors. , . . Around here there has been 
prestige in having a high aerial.*' 

The status strivers also seek out goods for home decoration 
that can be pointed to as hand wrought. As Veblen pointed 
out some decades ago, hand labor is a more wasteful way to 
produce goods than machine labor; and so the handmade 
product, with its cmdeness and its imperfections which can 
be pointed to, and its obvious costliness, is cherished as a 
status symbol for the w^ell-bred and the well-heeled. The dis¬ 
play given, in upper-class homes, to man-blown glassware is 
a case in point./ 

The owner of a linen shop in Stamford, Connecticut, reports 
that she is enjoying a substantial boom in the sale of initialed 
towels, which are bought almost exclusively for guest-room 
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bathrooms or downstairs powder rooms. It is her impression, 
she says, that most of her sales are to women who are in a 
huiTy. They are mshing to get their houses ready for the 
arrival of important guests. 

Finally, visible signs of culture have their value in con¬ 
veying the impression of high status. James Mills, the home¬ 
marketing expert, ai'gues that one rea.son the home is replac¬ 
ing tlie automobile as a favored way for demonstrating status 
is that a home can be a showcase for '^culture.” In a home you 
can display antiques, old glassware, leather-bound books, 
classical records, paintings. These are things a car can't do. 
And the American home-buying public currently is on what 
some building experts call a '‘Kultural kick.’' In the mass home 
market, the room tliat used to be the "‘game room" became 
first the ^Vecreation room" and is now the ‘Vlen" or **study.” 
Soon, Mills predicts, it will be the “library." Whatever the 
name of the space. Mills acknowledges sadly, people shove 
a television set into it and sit around it at night in semi¬ 
darkness. 

The family with a large, well-read library usually is indeed 
a family of high intellectual attainment, and at least some 
affluence. Some, however, seek shortcuts. A high administra¬ 
tive officer of one of the largest universities in the East bought 
a large house befitting his eminence. Since he wanted his new 
home to convey to visitors a sense of high intellectuality, he 
went to a local bookstore and placed a large order for used 
books by “good" authors. He proposed to pay for them by the 
yard. 

Aside from all the status striving, some features of the 
home do afford quite reliable clues as to the social class of 
the owner. One is the infatuation found among the higher 
classes for well-aged objects. An Englishman pointed out to 
me that, in his country, the upper classes cherish their old 
grates in stoves, whereas people in the lower classes take 
pride in new ones. The lower clas.ses have never grasped the 
subtlety of honoring the long-used object. Perhaps they have 
had too much forced experience with hand-me-downs. If the 
upper-class person does have to endure newness, as in a home 
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or piece of furniture, he would like it to be ultra-modem. 
People in the lower classes are frightened by modernity. One 
very large maker of prefabricated houses found itself in 
trouble because it took the word of a leading architect that 
'"contemporary” one-pitch roof and openness of interior design 
were what everyone wanted these days. Today, tliis mass- 
marketing firm has gone back to the traditional house with 
the interior clearly divided into separate rooms as its mainstay. 

In the matter of color preferences, there is also a parting of 
the ways along class lines. The Color Research Institute of 
Chicago has found, from sampling the responses of many 
tliousands of people, that people in tlie higher classes (higher 
income and higher education) favor muted and delicate colors, 
whereas tlie lower classes like their colors in brilliant hues and 
large doses. They particularly like the warm, bold reds and 
orange reds. And, I might add, their preference for paintings 
(reproductions) for their walls nin to orange or pink sunsets, 
which an upper-class person professes to find revolting, or to 
highly sentimental scenes, which are equally objectionable to 
the upper-class person. (Greeting cards preferred by the three 
supporting classes likewise tend to run to flowers and to what 
the diploma elite considers to be excessive sentimentality.) 

You find much the same sort of separation regarding prefer¬ 
ence for design as you go down the class scale. The upper 
class favors the primly severe, the lower class the frankly 
garish. Pierre Martineau relates that his investigators asked 
people of all classes to choose, from pictures, their favorite 
homes and home furnishings. They found people completely 
different in taste as they move up the scale. The lower class 
likes more "frills on everything,” whereas the upper class 
wants things to be "more austere, plain.” This showed up, for 
example, in the preference for sofas. The lower-class people 
preferred a sofa with tassels hanging from the arms and fringe 
around the bottom. The high-status people preferred a sofa 
with simple, severe, right-angled lines. People in the working 
class, I could add, are prone to attaching an imitation-brick 
wing onto an aluminum trailer and calling it home. 

Social Research, Inc., of Chicago, in its study of the tastes 
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of the Wage Town, or workingmans, wife for Macfaddeii 
Publications, found: '‘The Wage-Town wife thinks in terms of 
'decoration' rather than 'decor/ She uses bright colors and 
bold pattern, and side-by-side mixtures of both. Muted tones 
and severe lines are apt to be too ‘cold' for her taste. What 
might seem garish to tlie white-collar wife is warm' or ‘cheer¬ 
ful' to the Wage Earner wife." In anotlier study. Social Re¬ 
search, Inc., found tliat the upper classes in most cases prefer 
solid-color rugs, whereas patterned rugs become more popular 
as you go down tlie scale. 

Fuithennore, as W. Lloyd Warner has pointed out, the cost 
of home furnishings is not necessarily the determining factor 
in what is bought. The woman whom he calls Mrs. Middle 
Majority (from what he calls the upper-lower and lower- 
middle classes) fills her kitchen with more appliances than the 
upper-class woman does. Perhaps it is because the kitchen 
looms larger in the life of Mrs. Middle Majority, and is often 
the center of her world. The upper-class wife would ratfier put 
the money into a little Braque for her living-room wall, or into 
riding school for her daughter. 

One interesting further distinction between the horizontal 
social classes is tlie uneasiness that people in the lower classes 
feel about socializing with neighbors in developments. Craig 
Smith, Vice-President of Detroit’s SuUivan-Smith, feels that 
the main difference between blue- and white-collar working 
people who are thrown together in a development is that 
the blue-collar people are not gregarious. They feel insecure, 
and are more likely to become lonely. To illustrate, Mr. Smith 
said, “We find these blue-coUar people resist the idea of 
sharing a driveway with a neighbor. They are afraid of an 
argument with the neighbors, or an invasion of their privacy. 
The white-collared people wouldn’t mind." 

Privacy is tremendously important, James Mills pointed out, 
to people of working-class background who may have had to 
sleep three or four to a room sometime in their lives. They 
want walls around every room, and they want doors to the 
rooms, not entry ways. The open layout characteristic of 
“contemporary” houses, with rooms often divided only by 
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furnishings, frightens them. On the other hand, a West Coast 
builder of ‘'contemporary” houses has become famous in 
home-selling circles for his success as a mass builder for egg¬ 
heads. His open houses, severely "contemporary” and terribly 
avant-garde, have been tremendously popular in an area near 
the Stanford University campus favored by local intelligentsia. 
Eggheads have enough self-assurance so that they can defy 
convention, and tliey often cherish the simplicity of open 
layout. 

As we move from the horizontal social-class groupings to 
the vertical ethnic-class grou}>ings, we find even more clear-cut 
differentiations in preference for homes and home furnishing. 
As Mr. Smith, who has had a great deal of experience analyz¬ 
ing the preference of the many nationality groups of the 
Detroit area, stated; "Each of tlie etlinic groups has its par¬ 
ticular tastes in housing. It is enough to drive one crazy.” 

Detroiters who trace their ance.stry to Great Britain are most 
likely to favor what some builders jovially call "Early Amer¬ 
ican gestunk.” They want a white fence and the white clap¬ 
board house. Mr. Smith pointed out that they like the "snob 
appeal” (there’s that phrase again) of a nistic-looking lantern. 
They typically want their house to be made of wood. Any 
brick used should be the reclaimed, ancient-looking kind. 

Americans of Italian background insist, more than any other 
group, on having a dining room even if it means sacrificing 
a bedroom or chopping up the living room. They have a strong 
family spirit, and like to sit around the table after a good meal, 
chatting. They also like what builder Gene Dreyfus calls "lots 
of goop” in their houses—shadow boxes, splashes of marble, 
stucco, and rococo furnishings. 

As for the Polish-Americans, they like their homes to be 
"very garish, with loud, screaming colors,” according to one 
builder. (Among Polish-Americans of BuflFalo, pink and tur¬ 
quoise are preferred in decorative touches.) Polish-Americans 
want their houses to be of brick, and they want it to be hard 
"face” brick. They also demand a large kitchen. Mr. Smith 
pointed out that they will not accept the supposedly chic, 
open-beams, or studio-type, construction. It reminds them 
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of the barns they knew back in Poland. Furthennore, they 
resist the idea of the rear-view living room, so popular with 
many builders. They want their living room to look out on the 
street, Mr. Smith explained, and they want a big picture 
window in that living room, and in that window they want 
to be able to place an enonnous lamp. I thought perhaps Mr. 
Smith was generalizing, but some months ago 1 passed through 
a large Polish section of Chicago and I noticed that fully 
80 per cent of the homes did indeed have picture windows 
facing out on the street with huge, often old-fashioned, lamps 
in the middle of them. 

Jewish people (who sometimes are categorized, loosely, as 
an ethnic group) are, perhaps, most interesting of all in tlieir 
preference for homes and home furnishings. As Gene Dreyfus 
put it, Jewish people ''don't care about having a back yard." 
While a prosperous Gentile will want his grounds to be as 
large as possible (and with a winding driveway), the Jew is a 
little horrified at the thought of owning a place with large 
grounds. First of all, he and his wife like to be close enough 
to neighbors so that they can talk back and forth. Further¬ 
more, frequently the Jewish man has neither the tempera¬ 
ment nor the know-how to putter around trimming hedges 
or repairing screen doors, or other delights of the do-it-your¬ 
self. Relatively few Jews ever earn theii* livelihood at manual 
work, and so are not handy at such things; and, in fact, are 
often appalled by the prospect of them. 

Jewish people prefer stone or face-brick constniction to 
wood. And, more than any other group, Jews are receptive to 
''contemporary” architec^re, with its openness and modernity. 
They don't try to'pTHve through their houses that they had 
ancestors in pre-Revolutionary Vermont, as one builder put it, 
because no one would believe them if they did try to. In one 
high-cost area northwest of Detroit, there are more than seven 
hundred upper-class homes, from which Jews are excluded. 
Virtually all the houses are copies of Early American. Border¬ 
ing this settlement is a predominantly Jewish community 
where the houses also are high cost. Seventy-five per cent of 
these houses are modem or "contemporary." Although many 
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of these houses are beautifully designed, one Jewish builder 
deplored this juxtaposition. He felt it gave tlie already prej¬ 
udiced Gentiles a physical evidence of Jewish “differentness*' 
to point to. 

Jews, as tliis would indicate, have tlieir own upper class, 
and their own way of acliieving high .status within their group. 
Near Chicago tfiere is a new development of “one-maid’* split- 
level houses occupied primarily by young married Jews, many 
under thirty years of age. Til call it Grandview. Most of the 
houses of Grandview are close together on plots of less than 
one-third acre. Houses nearby, just across the boundary from 
Grandview, which look very much like the houses inside 
Grandview, sell for around $45,000. The houses inside the 
Grandview border sell at prices ranging from $55,000 to 
$100,000. The land on which this high-priced development 
is built is flat and iinwooded. Some of it is reclaimed swamp¬ 
land. Grandview has neither water view nor commanding view 
nor flne old trees to recommend it to the elite, yet some of the 
land, when broken up into lots, has been sold for as much as 
$50,000 an acre. 

I have tried to indicate tliat, based on objective factors 
alone, these houses, while tastefully and carefully built, are no 
great prize at the price charged. Yet they are in tremendous 
demand, and the developer of Grandview does virtually no 
advertising. An envious Jewish builder, showing me this 
colony, explained why these houses were in such demand, “If 
you are a Jewish person, you have arrived if you get one of 
these homes.” 

He explained that those Jewish parents who, in recent years, 
have succeeded in an outstanding way financially, want their 
sons and daughters starting out in marriage to have the “best,” 
and Grandview is believed by them to be the best. It has 
had an aura of social selectness around it from the beginning. 
My guide pointed out that residents of Grandview do not own 
Cadillacs, and do not send their children to private school, 
“They don't need to,” he explained. “They've managed to get 
one of these houses.” Later, he introduced me to Grandview's 
developer, who cheerfully acknowledged that Grandview 
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homes were unsurpassed status symbols for a young Jew. The 
developer said, "‘There is a snob appeal in getting in here in 
the first place. The buyers like the idea of living in this general 
area because it has one of the liighest per capita incomes in 
the countr)^ . . . and it is well known tliat I have an expen¬ 
sive house.’' 

The role of the neighborhood in helping fix one’s status with 
the status-con scions will be explored more fully in the follow¬ 
ing chapter. 


e 

choosing a proper address 


*^We had to eliminate a fete places that were pretty 
good simply because I knew they were poor addresses 
for a management man in our company,*^—Wall 
Street Journaly quoting a young personnel official 
of a food company ivho was relating some ^^basic 
decisions^’ he had to make. 


A PERSON WHO HAS LIVED TWElsTTY YEARS IN THE SAME HOUSE, 

as many pre-1950 Americans did, usually will not bother to 
tear up his roots and move simply because the house no 
longer accurately reflects his status in tlie community. He has 
learned to love the place. Joe Chapin, of John O’Hara’s Ten 
‘North Frederick, didn’t leave his stately homestead on North 
Frederick Street simply because that street over the years 
had been supplanted by the newer Lantenengo Street as the 
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place where people who begin “to amount to something” go. 
However, with our greatly increased geographic mobility- 
more thiin 25,000 United States families move and face new 
neighbors every day-millions of Americans judge not only 
homes but neighborhoods much more carefully tiian before, 
if only at the subconscious level, in terms of status attached to 
them. And they strive, in their home hopping, to upgrade 
tliemselves with each hop as far as they dare. A housewife 
in Glenview, Illinois, when asked by sociologists what her 
goal was ten years hence, said, “I would like a bigger home 
in the adjacent village of Golf, which is much more ex¬ 
clusive.”^ 

The importance people attach to address can be seen in 
two items involving Long Island. A builder in Manhasset, in 
promoting his houses, began stressing tliat: “Most important— 
your address is Munsey Park; and Munsey Park in Manhasset 
is more than an address, it is a symbol of tradition and 
prestige—a supreme achievement in luxurious, suburban liv¬ 
ing.” Meanwhile, a group of residents living a few miles away 
in the northern part of Wantagh, wliich is adjacent to Levit- 
town, sued the United States government in an effort to get 
their mailing address changed. The Post Office Department 
had ruled that their area, for convenience, be served by the 
nearby Levittown Post Office. Levittown is nationally known 
as the site of one of the nation’s most famous housing de¬ 
velopments. The group bringing the suit wanted their mailing 
address changed to “North Wantagh.” 

People at the management level working for a large com¬ 
pany who move—or are moved—to a new community fre¬ 
quently find tliere is a design at work that dictates (or tries to 
dictate) where they will nest. It is just as dangerous to move 
into an area above their level as one that is below. They 
might, in fact, find themselves on the receiving end of some 
quiet organized discipline if they try to move into a neighbor¬ 
hood dominated by people from a clearly higher level than 
themselves in the hierarchy at the company. 

Even when we go down the scale to the limited-success 
level, there still is a great deal of anxious concern about the 
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status meaning of the particular home the family will have in 
a new neighborhood. People see themselves establishing a 
social beachhead, and tlie big questioi\ in their minds is 
whether they are going to be accepted. The builder of a devel¬ 
opment of split-level houses, Lawrence Park, in Delaware 
County, Pennsylvania, conducted a motivational study, di¬ 
rected by a University of Pennsylvania professor, among his 
home buyers to find their subconscious motives in making the 
move to his development. Many of the buyers were moving out 
from Philadelphia row houses or multiple dwellings. The de¬ 
veloper, Ralph Bodek, reports: ‘'Moving to Lawrence Park 
represented an improvement in social status for many buyers. 
They like this idea of improvement, but they also fear it. They 
hope they will be accepted by the new neighbors. At the same 
time, they hope that tliey are not taking on too much new 
status. . , He quotes one buyer as saying, ‘T sure hope 
there are people like me who will not look down their nose 
at me.*' Fear was expressed that owners of the big “custom” 
homes in the neighborhood would “look down” on the people 
in the development. At the same time, many new buyers were 
impressed by tfiese ex|rensive, “custom” homes near the 
development. “They deduced,” Mr. Bodek reports, “that such 
a neighborhood would bring their children into contact with 
people of better culture.”^ 

The W. Lloyd Warner group, studying Yankee City, found 
that the social meaning of neighborhoods was so important 
that people there used street names to designate social classes. 
The investigators found, for example, that people referred to as 
“Hill Streeters” often actually didn't five on Hill Street (upper 
class); and they found that people designated as “Riverbrook” 
people often didn't actually live in Riverbrook (lowest class). 
They concluded that these terms were oblique, “democratic” 
ways to indicate social-class designations without crudely spec¬ 
ifying them. 

The importance of neighborhood, as an indication of class 
status, is also seen in a sociological study of wedding an¬ 
nouncements of sons and daughters of socially prominent 
people in a New York newspaper. For one third of the families 
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covered, two addresses were given, both fashionable.^ Thus, 
the announcement might identify the proud parents, to use a 
fictional case, by saying: “Mr. and Mrs, John Coyle Tarryton 
III, of 783 Park Avenue, New York, and 'Hideaway,' Fisher’s 
Island, N.Y. . . 

Every city has its one area wliere there is an especially 
heavy concentration of upper-class people. Although New 
York City covers 315 square miles, most of the rich and fash¬ 
ionable live in just one of these square miles: the area between 
Sixty-fiftli Street and Seventy-eightli Street on the east side of 
Central Park, from Fifth Avenue to Third A venue.(Others 
argue that the north-south boundaries should be extended to 
Eighty-sixth and Sixtieth Streets with added tiny clusters along 
the East River.) In Houston, River Oaks, with its costly castles, 
is as fashionable an address as you can have. In Atlanta, it is 
tlie Buckhcad section; in New Orleans, it is Bayou Libert)q 
and in Charleston, South Carolina, it is the wedge formed by 
Soutli Battery and East Battery. While Philadelphia and 
Boston have several islands for the elite, the name Chestnut 
Hill, by coincidence, is unsurpassed for prestige in both. 

And each community has its own way of deciding where tlie 
elite can be found. With many, elevation is the principal fac¬ 
tor. As you wind your way up Lookout Mountain outside 
Chattanooga, Tennessee, the homes become more and more 
costly. A hillside in Waterbury, Connecticut, has mostly work¬ 
ing people at the bottom and mostly elite at the top. Hundreds 
of people in the Hollywood movie colony live in the area of 
Beverly Hills, north of Santa Monica Boulevard. As you go 
up the very gradual rise from the boulevard, the yards be¬ 
come wider and the houses larger. By the time you reach 
the homes of Jack Benny and Desi Amaz, they are very wide 
and very large indeed. Recently, an acquaintance of mine 
took me on a tour of the most elite section of Erie, 
Pennsylvania. We seemed to keep rising as we drove, and 
when he came to the most spectacular houses of all, he 
said, “This is the highest point in town." Even within 
^homogeneous developments (which, for economy reasons, are 
post often built in potato fields or areas bulldozed flat), pros- 
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pects compete for the houses on high ground, and hold back 
(even when bargain prices are quoted) from buying low-lying 
homes others can look down upon. 

In some communities, nearness to water is the prime deter¬ 
minant of elite residential location. Sociologist Ernest R. 
Mowrer of Northwestern University has been making a long¬ 
term study of the residential patterns of the Chicago suburbs. 
He points out that along the North Shore the towns, such as 
Winnetka and Wilmette, overwhelmingly are settled by ex¬ 
ecutives and professionals. As you go back from the water, 
you find occasional islancis of wealth, but in general you start 
encountering the lower levels of business people (small mer¬ 
chants and salesmen). By tlie time you reach Des Plaines, you 
find whole neighborhoods of skilled trades. Much the same 
pattern exists along Boston's North Shore. 

Nearness to tlie golf course becomes the measure of elite¬ 
ness of address in many other towns. In communities such as 
Lancaster, Pennsylvania, Wichita Falls, Texas, and Bel Air, 
California, many of the most-prized home sites face the golf 
course. A realtor who was showing an executive's wife pos¬ 
sible homes in Darien, Connecticut, received pretty ex|:)licit 
instructions on where to look. The wife said, ‘'My husband 
recently became vice-president of his company. . . , We 
want to be in the club area.'' 

A friend of mine in suburban Connecticut recently had a 
neighbor, a thirty-six-year-old vice-president, whose social¬ 
climbing tendencies were notorious in the neighborhood. He 
sought aggressively to get onto every status-giving com¬ 
munity project. Although he had bought a new $60,000 
house, he had blundered into a relaxed, non-socially-conscioiis 
neighborhood that was not regarded by the elite of the town 
as a particularly good address. Within fourteen months he 
sold his house and moved to a more expensive and less well- 
built house that was a quarter of a mile from the golf course. 

In this same town the most successful real-estate salesman 
is an astute woman. She earns $20,000 to $25,000 a year in 
fees because she is fully aware she is selling an address as 
much as a home. She sells the community and its upper-class 
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citizens. Regardless of the particular house she plans to show 
a prospect, she manages to get there by a route that passes 
the country club. She waves to members and chats in familiar 
terms about its more notable members. 

To continue with the factors that make a neighborhood 
highly fashionable, in many towns an area becomes the most 
elite in town simply because tlie area's leading citizen decided 
to build or buy there. Siim G. Russell, Denver realtor, points 
out that all the houses in an area rise tremendously in value 
when tliat happens. The houses are ‘'still the same houses*' but 
“immediately there is a demand’' for homes and home sites 
near the noted personage. For many years, realtors in mid- 
Fairfield County usually mentioned that Lily Pons, the cele¬ 
brated singer, lived “just around the corner'* if they were 
showing a house witliin a four-square-mile area centering on 
her home in Norwalk, Connecticut. Actually, she “lived" there 
only in a legal sense. It was a rare year that she visited her 
property even once. She has since disposed of the property 
to a builder who promptly split up most of it into a dozen 
building sites. 

Still other towns use the railroad back as the dividing line 
for separating the select from the non-select. 

And in many cities the desirability of an address can be 
determined by its distance from the downtown business dis¬ 
trict. Most of the prize fighters are recruited from the lower, 
most hard-pressed segments of our society; and a sociological 
study of their origins has revealed tliat virtually all of those 
investigated came from the run-down, blighted areas next to 
the downtown business districts. In Chicago, for example, the 
fighters came from the Near South and Near West Sides. 

Cities, like trees, grow by adding rings at their perimeters. 
As you move outward from tlie center, the houses tend to be¬ 
come progressively less aged, and (other things being equal) 
more desirable for those who can pay the higher prices. A few 
old high-prestige neighborhoods manage, by investing in paint 
and polish, to maintain tlieir status; but most areas lose their 
elite status within thirty to fifty years. Their middle-aged 
become funeral parlors or Moose lodges. Even 
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Bostons long-elite Beacon Hill and New York’s Riverside 
Drive are fas past their prime. 

The pressure is always outward. Members of minority 
groups who have managed to succeed financially as business¬ 
men or professionals seek to move out from the blighted, over¬ 
crowded central area where their people have been confined. 
They hope to set themslves apart from their still-depressed 
lower-class neighbors and live in tlie better houses that they 
now can afford. Their new neighbors note only their East 
European-sounding names or their tan skins, and recoil in 
panic. They make no distinction between these successful, 
well-educated people, who by all objective socio-economic 
standards are their own kind of people, and the masses who 
have the same foreign-sounding names or dark skins. (Some 
of tlie most beautiful modem buildings in America, for ex¬ 
ample, are being designed by Negro architects.) As the 
residents hasten to sell, before the inundation they have been 
led to fear sets in, real-estate values sometimes fall. This 
permits the poorer members of tliese minority groups to afford 
to move into the area, and soon the character of the neigh¬ 
borhood is tiansformed. Realtors have been known to en¬ 
courage the panic by calling property owners and asking 
them if they want to sell before it is too late. The people who 
profit most from a fast turnover of a neighborhood, of course, 
are the realtors. They work on commission. A panic sale of 
10,000 houses within a year can bring them $5,000,000 in 
fees. In one area of New York City, a public school within one 
year underwent a complete turnover from light-skinned to 
dark-skinned students. A large area of Chicago has undergone 
four virtually complete turnovers of population since 1940: 
from white-collar white to poor Southern white to Japanese 
to Negro. 

White homeowners in tlie Springfield Garden section of 
Queens, New York City, have been conducting a fascinating 
battle to maintain a racially balanced community. For many 
years, individual Negro families have lived amicably in this 
community of one- and two-family houses; and in the past five 
there has been some increase in spots. The trend has been 
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aggravated by real-estate dealers from outside the area. Al¬ 
most every spring and fall they have attempted “block-bust¬ 
ing” tactics on the residents. As soon as one house was sold to 
Negroes, there would be a swarm of real-estate agents ex¬ 
citedly going up and down the street, telephoning, and passing 
circulars. They would report that the entire block was going 
Negro and tell people tliey had cash offers for their houses. 

In 1958, many of tbe residents, weaiy of tlaese block-bust¬ 
ing tactics, began holding block meetings to check tlie 
rumors and hold the line. At one meeting, a homeowner said 
realtors had told his neighbors he had already sold his house 
(a report without basis). In tlie fall of 1958, many dozens of 
residents began putting up “Not For Sale” signs to keep real- 
estate men away and to check rumors. 

In Detroit, many whites along Chicago Boulevard who 
panicked and sold their homes to Negroes have, on second 
thought, been moving back and getting fine values on their 
underpriced former homes. 

One of the firmly held articles of faith among realtors and 
homeowners is that property values go down when a Negro 
family moves into a white neighborhood. This peimits people 
to put discrimination on a weTe-tolerant-but-yoii-gotta-be- 
reafistic basis. The Commission on Race and Housing, which, 
with the help of social scientists from a dozen universities, 
spent thiee years investigating the residential problems of 
non-whites in mid-century America, looked into this assump¬ 
tion of a deterioration of values.*^ 

It found that sometimes values go down, sometimes they 
remain stable, and sometimes they go up. The values usually 
go down only where the neighborhood is run down anyway, 
and the entry of non-whites simply provides “evidence” of the 
deterioration, or where the neighbors panic and glut the 
market with houses for sale. In such cases, the expectation of 
a drop in value thus becomes a “self-fulfilling prophecy.” The 
report said: “On the other hand, if white residents of an area 
are in no hurry to leave, but non-whites are eager to come in, 
the pressure of non-white demand may bid up the price of 
^uses Several situations of this type have been ob- 
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served. . . It added: *‘In general, the conclusion seems 
warranted that non-white entr)^ into residential areas does not 
necessarily depress real estate market values. . . . Among 
neighborhoods actually investigated for this Commission . . . 
tlie entiy of non-whites was found to have had either no eflFect 
or a favorable effect on property-selling prices in the majority 
of cases.” “Inundation” is particularly unlikely if the area in 
question is some distance removed from the nearest large 
settlement of non-whites; if tlie area has not physically deteri¬ 
orated; and if the prices asked would appeal only to middle- 
or higher-income non-whites. 

When waves of settlers move out of the run-down residential 
area surrounding tine business district, the void nowadays is 
t}^pically filled not by immigrants from Europe, as in earfier 
decades, but by migrants from American soil; Southern Ne¬ 
groes and Puerto Ricans. In Buffalo, New York, for example, 
as medium-income whites moved to the suburbs, the white 
population of the city dropped approximately 13,000. This loss 
was more than made up by an influx of 14,000 Negroes. One 
Negro oiBBcial has complained, “Before long most of the city 
will be Negro, the suburbs white. That's segregation all over 
again.Undoubtedly, he was being overly pessimistic. Ne¬ 
groes constitute only 10 per cent of Buffalo’s population 
today, and the city planners are struggling valiantly to reverse 
the flow of whites across the city lines. 

Planners in other cities are grappling with this same prob¬ 
lem. Philadelphia is now one-fifth Negro. Many of the Negroes 
live in the low-income “blighted” central area, and can make 
only a relatively small tax contribution to the city’s exciting 
billion-dollar program for urban renewal. Mayor Richardson 
P. Dilworth, in 1958, blamed the city’s growing ratio of Ne¬ 
groes on what he called the “white noose” around Philadelphia. 
Tens of thousands of whites have moved to the suburbs, and a 
number of suburbs do not welcome Negroes, People in at least 
one fought violently to repel them. Mayor Dilworth hopes to 
correct the situation by abolishing slums, wooing back whites, 
and breaking the noose. 

Meanwhile, the Commission on Race and Housing predicts 
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that by 1970 ‘'many cities” will find non-whites and Puerto 
Ricans constituting at least a third of their total population if 
their present city limits remain and if current trends in the 
circulation of people are not altered. 

We have recently been seeing the outpouring of tens of 
millions of people who can afford it (and who are acceptable) 
to suburbs mass-produced to house them. Many of these new 
communities are geared to specific economic levels and, in 
some instances, to people of specific religious and e^thnic 
groups. And thousands of these development “communities” 
are—by dictate of the builders—100 per cent white. Racial 
segregadon is much more sweeping in new development-type 
towns than in established, old-fashioned-type communities. 
The Commission on Race and Housing charges that the mass 
builders have done much to intensify racial segregation in 
America. 

The result of all this clustering by kind is the creation of 
many hundreds of one-class communities unparalleled in the 
history of America. Each mass-produced community has its 
own shopping center and community center. There is no need 
to mb elbows with fellow Americans vdio are of a different 
class. The more expensive of these one-layer communities, 
where homes cost $50,000, import their teachers, policemen, 
and store clerks from nearby communities in a lower price 
range. 

Some of this homogeneous layering was dictated by the 
problem of mass production of houses. It is more economical 
to put up 620 houses that sell for precisely $12,750 than it is 
to offer in a development the full range of houses found in the 
old-type American community. If the development is big 
enough, it may have one section of a few thousand houses in 
the economy class (say, $11,500), and another large area filled 
with more expensive (say, $17,500) houses. In both cases, 
trim can be alternated so that only every fifth house is exactly 
alike. The trend is toward a wider variety of choice in facade 
and accessories. 

One large development I visited, in southeastern Pennsyl¬ 
vania, was primarily promoting two sections: one of $12,000 
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houses and the other of $19,000 houses. The $12,000 house 
was bought primarily by the limited-success type. Here, from 
one block, are the occupations and salaries ot six buyers: in- 
strument salesman ($5,800); machinist ($4,400); mechanic 
($6,000); lile-insurance agent ($4,680); brakeman ($4,680); 
office manager ($6,500). And here, from a street a mile away 
in the $19,000 section, are seven occupants, primarily semi« 
upper class: cost ac'countant ($10,500); assistant brokerage 
manager ($10,000); engineering salesman ($13,000); con¬ 
struction engineer ($9,700); Navy officer ($8,200); salaried 
doctor ($9,000); housing sales manager ($12,000). 

There is, however, another factor behind tlie growth of one- 
layer towns, winch at least abets the developer’s vested interest 
in homogeneity. That is our own habit of seeking out our own 
kind. The fact that we have recently become, in effect, a 
nation of strangers and near-strangers has aggravated this 
birds-of-a-feather tendency. In our insecurity we search for 
our own kind of people. Ralph Bodek, the builder, concluded 
from his motivational study of buyers that “people prefer to 
live near others as much like themselves as possible.” Then 
he added what to me is a disheartening thought: 

“They do not seem interested in tlie possibility of new stim¬ 
ulating associations with people different from themselves.” 

Even in the development, however, we do not have one big 
happy class of intermingling people. Northwestern’s Ernest R. 
Mowrer, in his study of suburban life, has found that demo¬ 
cratic intermingling is characteristic only of the early stages of 
a big development. At first, everybody is interested in the 
same things. But soon small clusters begin forming, based on 
specialized interest. Doctors start running with doctors, and so 
forth. Thus, within the relatively homogeneous economic layer 
of residents, symbols of status reassert themselves and class 
distinctions begin to reappear. These are, of course, based 
not on the usual classes found in a total society, which would 
be impossible, but in terms of different levels of status possible 
within the development’s particular slice of society. 

What happens to the personalities of people who live in 
communities where the houses for miles around are virtually 
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identical, and the people seen are all from the same socio¬ 
economic slice? It is too early to tell. From outward appear¬ 
ances, most people seem to find the atmosphere congenial 
rather than oppressive, although changes, as we’ll see in 
Chapter 21, are appearing. 

One developer, selling 1,200 houses in the $10,000 to 
$15,000 range near Philadelphia, stales that his customers do 
not object to the fact that their houses are basically the same, 
though appearances vary somewhat. One woman shrugged, 
“After twelve hundred houses, how individual would you be?'’ 
For the most part, he has concluded, reaction against uniform¬ 
ity simply is not a factor in selling his houses. And he reasons, 
“People are probably so conditioned from childhood up to 
unifonnity of consumption patterns in their class that they are 
not aware of any desire to be particularly distinctive in 
housing. . . 

The impact of these developments apparently is far greater 
on the personalities of children than on their parents. I share 
the apprehension of David Boroff, who made a lengthy study 
of life in New York City’s new suburbs. Commenting on his 
findings at one large Long Island development, he concluded 
that children are feeling tlie effect vastly more than their par¬ 
ents, “for they don’t have their parents’ experience with the 
wide, wide world beyond. The lone and level plains of this 
development are all they know. Who can tell how inexorably 
packaged their personalities will prove to be?”® 


Even more oppressive than the um'formity of these new 
one-layer town developments is the syntlietic, manipulated 
quality of the community life found in many of them. A top 
executive of a development in southwestern New Jersey 
proudly related to me how his firm had helped generate a 
“tremendous community spirit.” Employees of the firm 
“started” sewing groups, musicales. Girl Scouts, Boy Scouts, 
Brownies, and a Little League. He explained that these activi¬ 
ties “interweave a fabric ... tie a community together." 
Within seven or eight months, he said, his home buyers 
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formed a civic association. ‘"We helped guide it,” he said. “We 
wanted the right people in charge, people oriented to our 
problems. You get a rabble rouser in and you have a very 
genuine problem.” 

This official mentioned he wixs currently trying to “sell” 
the Catholic diocese on the idea of building a Catliolic school 
in the development. The aim, evidently, is to make the de¬ 
velopment more attractive to Catliolics. lie said his fiim aims 
to keep a 50-50 balance between Jews and non-Jews, and 
turns down sales that threaten to upset the balance. 

In general, residential barriers against Jews, long excluded 
in many areas by covenants and “gentleman s agreements,” 
have been slowly melting. Polls have regularly been taken on 
tlie question: “Suppose a Jewish family moves in next door, 
how would you feel?” In 1950, 69 per cent said it would 
"make no difference.” By 1954, the “make no difference” 
figure was up to 88 per cent. It should be noted, however, that 
amiability on die Jewish question declines as you go up the 
class scale. Whereas only 8 per cent of the people in the work¬ 
ing class say they “wouldn't like it” if a Jew moved in next 
door, that figiiie climbs to 35 per cent by the time you reach 
the upiier class. 

Some of the elite residential communities near Detroit, 
favored by automobile-industry executives and other upper- 
class people, have very few or no Jews. I happened to show a 
Jewish Detroit builder a population breakdown of one of 
these towns. It stated: "Jewish - .8%.” He was aston¬ 

ished and exclaimed, “That must be a janitor.” 

The twin trends toward the manipulated one-layer com¬ 
munity and toward more straining for a fashionable address, 
taken together, offer a depressing commentary on our success 
as a civilized people. The home, I should think, should prop¬ 
erly be a private and very individual haven. Progress would 
seem to lie in the direction of turning inward rather than out¬ 
ward for inspiration in the creation of one's homestead. 
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totem poles of job prestige 


“/n this town Vm snubbed socially because I only 
get $1,000 a week. That hurts .'^—LAMENT of a 
Hollywood writer to Leo G. Rosten. 

The director of a forty plus club was trying to explain 
to me where it drew the line in accepting applicants. The club 
is an association of unemployed older businessmen seeking 
new '"positions.” Its appeal, to some extent, is in its exclusive¬ 
ness. He said, to illustrate the dividing line, "We take account¬ 
ants, but not bookkeepers.” 

In the prestige structure of a college campus, physicists 
typically look down on biologists, who look down on ballet 
teachers, who look down on home economists, who look down 
on professors of physical education. This assumes their title 
rankings are equal. 

Our occupational rank looms as a powerful factor in fixing 
oiu: status in the public’s mind. What is it that establishes the 
prestige or status rating for each of our thousands of occupa¬ 
tions? Certainly some of the discrepancies in valuation we see 
result from whimsical or irrational forces. An example of 
irrational discrepancy is the fact that men typically are paid 
more than women for performing the same job, such as that 
of bank teller. Usually there is no pretense that men can do 
the job in question any better than women. In general, how¬ 
ever, a logic of sorts is at work to try to assure our society. 
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through differential reward and recognition, a sufficiency of 
the scarce talents our society needs or desires. 

Typically, a half-dozen factors combine to e^stablish the 
prestige ranking of any occupation. And this prestige rank of 
the breadwinner’s occupation, in turn, as weVe seen, plays 
a major part in placing his family in the social-class system. 
These are the six main bases we use in assigning prestige to 
an occupation: 

1. The importance of the task performed. Raymond Mack, 
sociologist of Northwestern University, and an authority on 
social stratification, made an analysis of the social system of a 
United States Air Force base. He queried ainuen in thirty 
squadions at two Strategic Air Command bomber bases to 
get their ideas on the *hest” and “worst” squadrons to be in. 
Men tended to upgrade their own outfits, but overall an un¬ 
mistakable pattern of prestige emerged. Squadrons engaged 
in the primaiy SAC mission, that is, in manning bombers, 
rated highest in esteem. Those in command at wing head¬ 
quarters rated next. These were followed, much further down 
in status, by the various squadrons providing support for the 
primary mission, such as armament maintenance. And finally, 
lowest in pi estige, were all the squadrons servicing the base, 
such as those in Medical, Air Police, and Food Service. Mack 
suggests that this same system of assigning prestige operates 
in industries such as railroading. There, he points out, “the 
prestige hierarchy runs from the operations personnel-en¬ 
gineers, firemen, conductors, and brakemen~to the command 
group—tower operators and signalmen—to the support people 
such as station agents, to the service personnel—repair and 
track maintenance section gangs. . . 

2. The authority and responsibility inherent in the job. 
With the growing importance of large corporations in our 
economic life, there has been a demand for “generalists” (ex¬ 
perts in decision-making) capable of deciding what to do 
with large work forces and million-dollar budgets. Doctors 
wield little authority, but we grant them life-aiid-death respon¬ 
sibilities. 
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3. The knowledge required. Bernard Barber of Barnard 
College makes the point that to achieve high status one's 
knowledge must be of a special kind. It must be “systematized" 
and “generalized." A butcher, he points out, can be a store- 
hoxise of information about meat cuts, and yet doesn't have 
tlie kind of systematic knowledge of animal anatomy required 
of a biologist. 

4. The brains required. Harvard sociologist Pitirim Sorokin 
has stated that the higher tire intelligence called for in a task 
(along with the more social control involved) the liigher we 
will rank its practitioners as a privileged group. Americans 
do not stand in awe of their more brilliant professors as most 
Europeans do, but up to a point they accept the notion that 
brains should not go unrewarded. “Brain" jobs offer more 
prestige, if not more money, than “brawn” jobs. 

Success in most professional careers requires the kind of 
intelligence that is quite scarce. Lyle Spencer, President of 
Science Research Associates, has estimated that most good 
scientists and engineers have an I.Q. of around 135, which 
puts them in the top 1 or 2 per cent of the United States 
population. 

Business executives, interestingly, do not need such bril¬ 
liance, and, in fact, might find it a handicap in trying to com- 
mum’cate with associates if they did have such an I.Q. Spencer 
noted in one analysis he made of presidents of companies 
that they were less bright than the subordinates who headed 
research departments. On the whole, he finds that top execu¬ 
tives have an I.Q. of about 120, or about the same as drafts¬ 
men, G-men, Army oflBcers, and typical college graduates, and 
20 points above the United States average. I might add the 
jocular observation that one of the hidden barriers to being 
a good businessman apparently is being too bright for the job. 

Here aie the brain-power ratings of men working in twenty 
different occupations (on the basis of scoring in the Army 
General Classification Test). The figures listed are average. 
There were, of course, men considerably brighter and dullOT 
in every category. 
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Lumberjack 

85 

Salesman 

115 

Barber 

93 

Radio repairman 

117 

House painter 

99 

Produc'tion manager 

118 

Auto mechanic 

102 

Pharmacist 

122 

Machine operator 

103 

General bookkeeper 

122 

Entertainer 

108 

Teacher 

124 

Salesclerk 

109 

Writer 

126 

Policeman 

109 

Medical student 

127 

Band leader 

114 

Mechanical engineer 

128 

Store manager 

115 

Accountant 

129 


5. The dignity of the job. Ilollingsheacl found in Elmtown 
that one of tlie leading financial pillais of the town's churches 
and a person of considerable wealth and power held an ex¬ 
ceedingly low prestige position. She was Polish Paula, the 
town's leading madam. In contrast, a notoriously skinflint 
banker held perhaps the highest position in prestige. In many 
cities, bookies and racketeers are among the communities' 
wealthiest citizens, and are frequently leading contributors to 
candidates for high political oflBce. They, too, rank low in 
most communities (but not in some Italian-American and 
Negro lower-class districts). 

Currently, some people in the high-income-biit-low-prestige 
positions are striving mightily to remodel the public's image 
of them. The nation’s 25,000 undertakers have undertaken a 
campaign to become known as ‘‘funeral directors,” a title 
that conveys more dignity. They are striving to become ac¬ 
cepted as professional men ^'on the same level as a doctor 
or lawyer.” To this end, their academic requirements have 
been raised to include attendance at one of the nation’s twenty- 
four mortuary colleges. 

In Chicago, a labor imion has succeeded in raising the 
income of janitors to the point where they make more money 
than many of the white-collar tenants of their apartment 
buildings. This has produced a delicate situation with not a 
little resentment, on the part of the tenants, of the expensive 
status symbols the janitors flaunt. Furthermore, the union 
has been endearing itself with members by a crusade to move 
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tlie janitor and his family out of the basement into a first-floor 
apartment, bespeaking the new dignity the janitor so much 
desires. Many school janitors are now called ‘'custodians/" 

6. The financial rewards of the occupation. This undoubt¬ 
edly is the most important of all in influencing us to assign 
fiigh or low status, since it is, as IVe indicated, more visible 
to neighbors than some of the other factors. Therefore, lets 
pause and examine the variations of reward in some detail. 

Our patterns of reward have been undergoing a profound 
change in the past decade. Occupations once thought to be 
highly rewarding are less so today, and occupations we once 
thought of as being poor sources of income are producing 
rewards far up the income scale. Seemingly startling inequities 
have developed. Some of these changes illustrate, at the same 
time, the great gains in income of many blue-collar groups in 
relation to white-collar groups. 

It was only a decade ago that an economist, in explaining 
to congressmen the class and income structure of America, 
pictured a pyramid with a broad base of unskilled laborers 
at the bottom. Above that base he pictured ever-smaller layers 
upward in this order: semi-skilled, skilled, white-collar clerical 
and sales force, semi-professional and lower administrative 
positions, professionals and higher admini.strators. 

That picture today is cockeyed. In fact, the long-favored 
concept of a pyramid is obsolete. Unskilled laborers no longer 
form a broad base. Their number is shriveling. Meanwhile, 
the better-paid blue-collar working people such as craftsmen 
and foremen are coming to dominate the middle-income posi¬ 
tion in our society. A clear majority of all families in the 
$4,000 to $7,500 bracket, long accepted as the middle-income 
range, now wear blue, not white, collars. 

At the same time, groups such as policemen, bank tellers, 
firemen, clergymen, social workers, and, yes, income-tax col¬ 
lectors have been dropping to a lower relative position on the 
income scale. 

I first became suspicious that our traditional ideas about 
the relative reward of different occupations were badly out 
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of date while chatting with a dealer for a higher-priced line of 
cars (Buick) in Fall River, Massachusetts, in 1956. He was 
explaining to me who were the best prospects for his cars. 
The average sale price of his cars is $4,000. He explained that 
the most likely customers are ‘‘middle-class people . . . not 
the white-collar people such as you find uptown in the stores 
and ofiBces.*' He went on to clarify that by “middle class” he 
meant primarily the workers at nearby plants and mills. They 
are the buyers, he said, who keep liis firm in business. 

Subsequently, I tried to assemble a reliable picture of what 
was happening within our reward system. After gathering 
statistics on a nationwide basis in Washington, D.C., I went 
into sixteen representative communities in the nortlieastem 
United States for a closer, flesh-and-blood look at the way 
people were living. I consulted moneylenders, realtors, insur¬ 
ance men, car dealers, boat-yard operators, tax consultants, 
local employment officials, and so forth to find who was 
making tlie money these days.^ Since then, I have assembled 
some additional data. Here are six conclusions I believe we 
can draw about the income pattern now emerging. 

Among the professions, your best opportunity, moneyuHse, 
is to he a doctor. In fact, when it comes to money, it is better 
to be an independent physician than just about anybody. Gen¬ 
eral practitioners on the average net around $16,000 a year; 
surgeons average about $35,000. (Psychiatrists average only 
$17,000, perhaps because their patients individually take up 
more of their time than ordinary patients.) MovSt specialists 
average several thousand more. If your town has more than 
fifty doctors, the chances are excellent that at least one nets 
more than $75,000 a year. A few of the nation's more enter¬ 
prising physicians net more than $200,000 a year. 

(A medical employment agency recently promised $30,000 
to the ear-nose-and-throat man accepting a position in an air- 
conditioned clinic near Chicago.)® 

As you go from town to town, the occupations of the people 
in what is frequently called “the upper crust” vary. But, 
always, in tlie finest, most exclusive sections of the tow?i you 
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will find the residences of doctors. And many have their 
offices elsewhere. Brattlehoro, Wrinont, is built on the side of 
a small mountain, and the most exclusive' residential area is 
at the crest of tlu' mountaiii. When T was there, 40 per cent of 
the ht)m(‘s on the crest wert* owned ])y medical people. The 
most exelusixe suburb ol Washington, D.Ch, is Spring Valley. 
You will have extreme difficailtv building a hou.se there unless 
you hav(‘ at least $00,000 to invest in it. Some executives, 
lobbyists, admirals, and senators live there, but when 1 asked 
a real-estate salesman who had the money to buy such houses 
now, his first r<\S]X)n.se was, “Doctors.’' And the doctors do 
not use their homes lor offiee.s—that is not allowed. 

The owners of a finn outside Trenton, New* Jersey, that 
in.stalls sw'imming pools on private jiroperties said, “About a 
third of our customers tfiis year are doctors.” In lour other 
towns, I heard spontaneous references to the S]5ecial affluence 
ol baby doctors. A lad at a Red Bank, New’ jersey, boat yard, 
in ticking off the owners ol thirteen big power crui.sers by 
the dock, came to a thirty-loot beautv and said, “Another 
doctor . . . w'hat is the one wdio takes care of babies before¬ 
hand?” I said, “Obstetrician?” He said, “Ytaih, that’s it.” 

Medical people usually justify their income on the grounds 
that the)' re(|uire a long and costly training and that they w^ork 
long hours. It should be noted, how^ever, that they have not 
alwaiys had such an enviable edge over other professionals. 
In 1929, lawyers were in first place on the scale of profes¬ 
sional incomes, engineers and scientists second, and medical 
people third. Lawyers are now a poor st^eond, and engineers 
and scientists an even poorer third. A realtor in Taunton, 
Massachusetts, suggested a possible reason w hy doc tors have 
pullt^cl a good $5,090 a year ahead of lawyers: doctors in the 
tow n are in short supply and lawyers are overabundant, more 
than sixty for a town of 40,000. 

Dentists have not pushed incomes up as rapidly as physi¬ 
cians, but have gained faster than mo.st other professionals, 
including lawyers. They net somewhat more than $12,000 
annually ^ 
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As for engineers and scientists, the recruiting advertisements 
seeking them are misleading. We read a great deal about the 
high starting salarie^s for engineering lads fresh out of college. 
One advertisement lor them cried: “c:razy, man, crazy are 
OUR rates.” But while rates arc high for beginners, close to 
$5,000, engineers soon find themselves up against a ceiling. 
The median salary for mechanical aixl electrical engineers 
now is a little above $7,000. Thev inav, of course, earn more, 
especially those who advanc'c to administrative ]X)sitions. 
Physicists run about the same in income. 'J’he professional 
spokesmen of scientists and engineers blame* their relative^ly 
low incomes~in comparison with those of doctors, dentists, 
lawyers, etc.—on the fact that they are? so absorbed in theii 
work, and are so unworldlv, that they have never got tough 
in a collective way about money. 

As professions become le.ss “practical’’ (and arc less likely 
to be in demand by profit-making organizations) they com¬ 
mand less and less money. The median annual income for an 
anthropologist with a master’s degree is ap]:)j()ximatelv $4,700. 
At the bottom of the professional scale are clergymen. Protes¬ 
tant ministers arc paid less than factory woikers (but many 
of them have housing provided without c-harge). 

In contrast, men now beginning careers as doctors can look 
forward confidentlv to a lifetime income of more than a million 
dollars. Why have medical practitioners succeeded in pulling 
so far ahead of other professionals? A major answer seems to 
be that they have been exercising collective birth control on 
themselves. A scarcity—an artificial one, some charge—has 
been created. In spite of the increase in our medical needs over 
the decades, the number of doctors available in a typical 
eommunitv has been decreasing. In 1900, there was one 
licensed doctor for every 578 people. By 1940, the proportion 
of doctors had shrunk to the point where there was one for 
every 750 patients; or, if you consider only those still in active 
practice, there was one active doctor for every 935 persons."^ 
President Eisenhower in 1957 referred to “the already acute 
shortage” of medical manpower. At hospitals at least 2,000 
intern positions have remained unfilled. 
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"Hk' hiitli c'ontrol of the profession is cxercisec] most often 
(wlietlu'r 1)\' design or not) at tlie medical-school level. The 
acceptance of applicants at many schools has hecai on a highly 
selective^ hasis. Kxpansion of lacilitics—whic'h, it shonld be 
noted, is idatively ex]>cnsive~-to permit the training of more 
doctors has hcaai approached c-onservativelv. Wlam the short¬ 
age ol doc tors was most widt‘h’ claimed to he acute dnring 
World War 11 (-10 jH*r cent had hecai wilhdi aw n from (‘ivilian 
practice), one medical scTool decried all the hiss about an 
alleged shortage and said the snj)jih' of doctors was adecpiate. 
A lew years ago, the dean ol a Michsestern medicail scTooI 
sought to explain the limitations on cMitianc'e to his medical 
sc'hool In sa>’ing there was a limitc'd su]splv of c adavers! 

Blui'-coUar skills ar(' oti ilic loxn'r whit (^-collar' skills 

in relative r<'wnr(J. In many casexs, imioni/.ed working-class 
peoplcy ]xiid an hourly wage, have beam canning more per 
week than the salaried, whitc‘-c(dlared members of the limited- 
sncc'ess class (or lower middle class) who idemtify themselves 
more with management and typically are not unionized. 

At the United States Steel plant near Levittown, Pennsyl¬ 
vania, the top workmen have hourlv-wage rates that yield 
them close to $7,500 a vear. And this does not inc'liide over¬ 
time, inc-cMitive and fringe extras. Oiu^ plant official stated, 
“A lot of people here who are not even foremen arc making 
more than $!,00() a month.” 

In Newaik, where bnilding-CTaft inemmes ha\'e been the 
highest in America, c'ontractors rc'jiort that some of their busy 
electricians make $200 a week, counting c:)vertime. By way of 
contrast, in Newark T met a United States Internal Revenue 
agent who was working Saturdays as an appliance salesman 
in order to support his family. After twemtv years of working 
at his white-collar pb for Uncle Sam, he said, he still was not 
making $100 a week. Bricklayers, henvever, are the aristocrats 
of the building trade. Nationwide, they average $150 for a 
forty-hour week. 

While bricklayers were advancing to $150 a week, a major 
airline advertised for white-collared reservation agents. It said 
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it wanted ''university graduates’' with sales expenence an 
good voice and diction. The pay: $65 a week. 

The following scale, based on Department ol Ta]>or figure 
indicates the startling differences that c'xist from industry t 
industry in the weeklv-wage rates for av('rage “productio 
workers or non-supei visory employees.” It is based on earnini 
as of November, 1957. 


More ihan $110 a tceck 
Building construction 
Soft-coal mining 
Electrical contracting work 
Plumbing contract work 


$100 to $110 
Blast- fu r n ace op e l a ti on 
Brewerv jobs 
Highwav construction 
Automobile production 


$90 to $100 
Shipbuilding 
Aircraft manufacture 
Jobs with security ex¬ 
changes 

Refrigerator making 

$80 to $90 
Local bus driving 
Jobs with car dealers 
Meat packing 
Book printing 


$70 to $80 

(karpetmaking 

Baking 

Radio and TV manufac¬ 
turing 

Logging and sawmill work 

$60 to $70 
l^ood-store clerking 
Furniture-store selling 
Bank and trust-company 
jobs 

Telephone switchboard 
operation 

$80 to $60 
Sea-food packing 
Hatmaking 

Footwear manufac:ture 
Cleaning and dyeing work 


$40 to $50 
Hotel service jobs 
Department-store clerking 
Laimdiy work 
Men’s shirtmaking 
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It is not a coincidence that the white-(*ollar jobs listed tend 
to be well down the list. That is where they aj:)]:)ear most fre¬ 
quently on the complete De]>artment of Labor tabulation. And 
outside the ]n(Khiction field, it might be noted that Ihu'ted 
States schoolteachers average, on the basis of a forty-three- 
vveek leaching year, $94.30 a week. But, as most havf^ no other 
income*, the average weekly salary for the hlty-two-week year 
drops to $80.04. 

Frivati’- i}uhi.stri(\s tend In patf much better than public- 
sup])oried institutions. One reason lor this, ])erhaps, is that the 
private industries are major taxj)aver.s and so keep a .sharper 
eye on signs of “waste’" and “frills” in public institutions than 
they do in their own (where frills can be deducted on their tax 
forms as a business expense). 

At the professional level, industry pays approximately 
$1,500 more per year for engineers than the government does. 
And it pays $3,000 more for a Ph.14. economist than a uni¬ 
versity does. 

Young physicists with Ph.D.’s often .start to work with 
private firms at liigher pay than their professors back at the 
university are making, who have been working more than 
tw^enty years—and who taught the neophytes most of what 
tliey know! 

A p.sychiatrist can easily make twico as much in a year by 
treating two dozen private patients as he can in assuming 
responsibility for two hundred seriously ill patients at a state 
mental hospital. 

The farm is a hard place to make a living these days imJess 
you own a large one. Although farmers began enjoying a rise 
in income during 1958, the fifties in general have been most 
discouraging, e.sj^ecially to .small fanners. Ca.sh net income of 
farmers dropped substantially in the decade beginning 1947, 
with farmc'rs who grow cotton, wheat, tobacco, corn, and 
peanuts having a particularly difficult time. An official of a 
firm dealing with farmers in Richfield Springs, New York, said 
he had reached this firm conclusion: “YouVe got to be bigger 
than average to make a decent hving on the farm."’ (Fanners, 
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incident ally, range from poor lower-class farm hands to upper- 
class multimillionaire ranch owners. Most, however, would 
fall in the limited-success class.) 

One whit ('-collar skill that is hi^hli/ rewarded is salesman¬ 
ship. The cleiks who “wait on” ])eople in a g('nei al inerchan- 
dise store average a[:)proximately $15 a wec'k, whereas sales¬ 
men working for automobile agemaes (\^'here hard selling is 
called for) make ruwrly twic‘e as much. 

In this era of self-service, more and more attention is being 
paid to pre-selling products through advertising; and the ex¬ 
perts in this highly c‘ompetitive field of devising messages and 
imagery that will move merchandise are well rewarded indeed. 
The pay scale of the key people in thirty or forty leading ad¬ 
vertising agencies in New York might make a $5,000-a-year 
college professor with a Ph.D. drool. Here are the ranges of 
rates in leading advertising agencies for the seasoned men and 
women who shape sales messages, according to a New York 
employment agency that places a great many advertising men; 

C:opv writers $12,500 to $30,000 

Copy chiefs $27,500 to $60,000 

Account executives $15,000 to $75,000 

Research directors $15,000 to $35,000 

Art chiefs $30,000 to $50,000 

The best way to assure oneself of a six-fi.gurc income w to 
he a business manager or owner. Lower-range, or medium- 
responsibility, business executives (those above the rank of 
foremen, but below the policy-making level) have been aver¬ 
aging approximately $12,000—$13,000 nationwide. When you 
move up to the heads of companies the positions pay primarily 
on the basis of the size of the company. Bank presidents as a 
group average $25,000, but the heads of the larger banks 
typically earn more than $100,000 by salaiy alone. As for the 
top men of our largest industrial concerns, they may earn 
anywhere from $50,000 to more than $500,000. A random 
sampling of the incomes of fifty presidents of the approxi¬ 
mately one hundred largest corporations in the United States 
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showed an average income ol $183,355. Ihisiiu'ss Week re¬ 
ports that in 1957 there were 235 United States business 
executives who were paid more than $]()(),000. 

VVliile the big salaries went to the to]) (weentives of the 
large companies, it is, neverthele.ss, true that the fal)n]ons 
fortune builders of oiir present high-tax generation are virtually 
all men who owai or substantially control their own smaller 
firms. Snell entrepreneurs, if highlv sncce.ssfnl, can end up 
with more income each year after taxes because, as aliaxidv 
noted, th(‘y can liave their profits taxed on the more favorable 
capital-gains basis. A few are managing to accnmnlate .several 
million dollars in additional w^ealth eac'h year. Even at the less 
grandiose level, successful individnal entrepreneurs seem to 
be living more In.shlv than salaried executives of the large 
corjiorations. Of tw'enty-five new' homes 1 saw in an ultra-elite 
area of Rochester, New^ York, off East A\'enne (the houses 
averaged in price considerably moie than $50,000), what 
stood out about the owners was that twa) thirds of them w'ere 
in business for themselves. 

Some observers are sngge.sting that bnsines.smen of America 
are getting more than their share of the national income in 
comparison wa'th non-biisiness pursuits requiring considerably 
more training. And this prevails despite our urgent need for 
able scientists and teachers. Seymour E. Harris, the Harvard 
economist, has pointed out that, w3iile one distilling corpora¬ 
tion pays its chief executive close to $400,000, the highest- 
paid college president in the nation receives ap])roximateIy 
$45,000, and the average president receives $11,000.'“^ 

Money, as they say, isn’t everything—at least wdien it comes 
to soc'ial prestige. Among profe.ssionals, for example, a world- 
famous scientist on tlie payroll of a leading university at 
$10,000 a year may be the full equal in status of a C'orporation 
lawyer making $100,000. As Harvard’s Talcott Parsons points 
out, the scientist “simply does not compete on the plane of 
^conspicuous consumption’ wliich is open to tht' law^yer but 
closed to him.” And it may well be that the $100,000 lawyer’s 
greatest ambition in life—now that he has his fortune and his 
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yacht—is to walk, bei^owned, somewhere near the $10,000-a- 
year scientist in a (Commencement Dav ceremony that will 
culminate in (he l)estowal upon the lawyer ot some sort of 
honorary degree. 

(9r consider the case of the successful small businessman 
who has made a small lortnn(‘ selling appliaiK'C s at a discount. 
In income, he is probal)ly better lixed than most profes¬ 
sionals a]id rniddle-lav’cr corporate excentives. \'et, in social 
status, he may rank well below most professionals and execn- 
tiyes, and probably knows it. The (‘hanccs are high that he 
comes from a working-class family, mairicd a working-class 
gill while he was himself still a wage earner, and neyer went 
to college.^’ The chanc'cs are (jiiile high that his wife didn't 
finish high .school. A professional, in contiast, is typically 
already a professional by the lime he seeks a mate, and 
chooses ac'COrdin glv. 

Seyeral inyestigators hayc attempted in recent years to ar¬ 
rive at an over-all ranking of occupations by prestige. One 
obvious way to do this is to ask people how th('y, in their 
minds, rank diflerent occupations. Mapheus Smith, while at 
the Univ^ersity of Kansas, asked 345 evaluators to imagine 
they were arranging a formal dinner for a celebrity, and had 
to seat one typic'al representative from each of one hundred 
occupations. Aside from goveniment occupations, such as that 
of Ihiited States Supreme Court justice, the seven oec'upations 
entitled to scats closest to the celebrity j^roved to be college 
president, banker, medical doctor, captain of ocean-going 
merchant ship, criminal lawyer, architect, author. And the 
bottom seven in prestige for this dinner table, in descending 
order, were peddler, scissors grinder, odd-job worker, scrub 
woman, garbage collector, unskilled migratory worker, prosti¬ 
tute. 

Prostitutes, it might be noted, have their own fairly rigid 
hierarchy of status. Call girls, who consider them.selves the 
aristocrats of the profession (to use the word loosely), shun 
even for socializing restaurants and bars frequented by street¬ 
workers or “house girls" or even “chippies" (promiscuous 
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amateurs). And a $50-a-trick girl wouldn’t dream of swapping 
teleplione numbers of pro.s]^eet.s with a $30-a-tri('k girl. Any¬ 
one eharging below $20 a trk:k is regarded in the trade as ‘'a 
eornmon prostitute.” 

Status among prostitutes is based in large part on the cus¬ 
tomary fee the female ean command. It is also based on ap¬ 
pearance, address, political connections. Finally it is ba.S(‘d to 
a large extent on the style in which she maintains her pimp 
or “old man” (assuming slie can afford one). 

Harold (irf'CTiwald, Executive Direc'tor of the Association 
for .4])plied P.sych(^analysis, found in his study of a group of 
call girls that the pimp, far from being a harsh exploiter, 
typically functions as a status .symbol. The high-status prosti¬ 
tute will lavi.sh u])on her pimp (or kept man) fine clothes, hr.st- 
edition books, and Cadillac convertibles in mucli the same way 
that a businessman may lavish upon his wife fine furs and 
jexA'elry as visible symbols of his success, (u eenwaild also makes 
the point that there is little inter-class mobility among prosti¬ 
tutes. A streetwalker doevsn’t work her way up to being a call 
girl (but an aging call girl rnav descend to being a street¬ 
walker). The call girl starts out at that level. She comes typi¬ 
cally from what he calls “upper or middle class” origin. Green- 
wald concludes that a.s.sociation appears to be easier wdien the 
class levels of customer and call girl are approximately the 
.same, d'he overwhelming majority of call gills, he adds, are 
filled with self-hatred and are utterly unresponsive to the 
“Johns” who patronize them. Most have made suicide at¬ 
tempts. 

The most imposing study of occupational prestige is that 
made by the National Opinion Research Center about a 
decade ago. It took a nationwide sample involving 2,920 peo¬ 
ple, who were asked to grade each of ninety occupations on 
their general standing. Again the job of being a Supreme 
Court justice ranked highest. Here are the rankings (in 
descending order) of twenty-five occupations that were scored 
above average in prestige and twenty-five that were scored 
below average in prestige. 
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Above Average 



Relative 

R 

elative 


Rank 


Rank 

Phvsiciiin 

o 

Sociologist 

27 

College professor 

7 

Accountant for large 


Banker 

10 

firm 

28 

County jnclge 

12 

Author 

31 

Minister 

14 

Armv captain 

32 

Areliitect 

15 

Building contractor 

33 

Dentist 

17 

Publit-school teacher 

36 

La^^A er 

18 

Bail road engineer 

38 

Large corporation 


Farm owner 

39 

director 

19 

Officiak international 


Nuclear physicist 

20 

labor union 

40 

Psychologist 

22 

Radio announcer 

41 

Airline ])ilot 

24 

News]iaj)er columnist 

42 

Owner oi factory 


Electrician 

44 

employing al)Out 



100 people 

26 




Under 

Average 



Relative 

Relatives 


Ratik 


Rank 

Small-store manager 49 

Night-club singer 

75 

Bookkeeper 

50 

Farm hand 

76 

Insurance agent 

51 

Coal miner 

77 

Policeman 

55 

Taxi driver 

78 

Mail carrier 

57 

Railroad section hand 

79 

Auto r('pairman 

59 

Restaurant waiter 

80 

Plumber 

60 

Night watchman 

82 

Factory machine 


Clothes presser 

83 

operator 

65 

Soda-fountain clerk 

84 

Barber 

66 

Bartender 

85 

Store clerk 

67 

Janitor 

86 

Milk-route man 

70 

Street sweeper 

89 

Filling-sta.tion 


Shoesliiner 

90 

attendant 

74 
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People in otlier inrliistrial nations rate occupations in orders 
that are similar at many points with those made bv North 
Americans (acc'ording to a comparative stiid)^ of ]:)oIl results 
in the Ihiited States, Great Britain, the Soviet Union, japan. 
New Zealand, and Germany made by Alex Inkeles and Peter 
II. Bossi). The a<;r(‘(anent in ratings by New Zealanders and 
United States rt‘sid('nts was particulailv high; .97 correlation. 
And ratings of Caaanans and Americans also have a startlingly 
high con elation: .90. 

9’he NOKG list above probably grants more prestige to 
academic occupations—and less to business executives—than 
people really feel. I .suspect a distortion caused by ])(‘ople 
giving answers tliev think they ought to give, just as many 
j)eo])le say they l ead high-prestige magazines when they really 
don’t. We profess admiration lor intellectual ]nn’suits, but 
really reserve our highest envy and respect lor successful 
businessmen. This is understandaf)le, since our aspirations 
primarily are focused in the business world. 

This American respec t for business talent appears in a com¬ 
parative investigation of attitude's toward community projects 
ill a city in tlie .state of Wa.shington and in western England.'^ 
Influential people wine asked to name ten people thew would 
want to work with them if they were responsibk' lor a com¬ 
munity project. Two thirds of the people ranking highest on 
the American list were business people, whereas only one 
quarter of the Britons chosen were from business. 

In Italy, university professors still command profound re- 
spc'ct from the populace and there is a great deal of deference 
to them even on the campus. Industrialists, in contrast, tend 
to rank relatively lower than in America because they typically 
are weak on family background. Recently, an Italian girl was 
turned down for a fashionable finishing school because her 
father was only an inclu.strialist. (In the Soviet Union, it might 
also be noted, a full profe^ssor is paid nearly twice as much as a 
factory manager.)^ 

Another impressive approach to establi.shing an over-all 
rank order of prestige for occupations is that reported by 
sociologist Bevode McCall on behalf of the Research Division 
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of the Chicago Tribune, In tins approach, sociologists from the 
University of Cln'cago arbitrarily assigned a status rating to 
each occupation, based on llie skill and responsibility in¬ 
volved, The oc'CU{)ations are more precisely defined than in 
any other listing I’ve encountered. The ratings \v(‘re for occu¬ 
pations found in tlu^ Cdiieago area, and were arrived at after 
the sociologists analyzed data supplied ])y the Tri])unc on a 
sample census of 3,880 Cdn'cago lious(*holds.-* 

In this a]')proach, ap}')roximatelv 300 occupations were given 
a status rating ()f from 1 (highest) to 7 (lowest). Here are 
examples of occupations assigned to each ol the seven groups. 

Hi^Jicst-statiis ^roup 

Lic'ensed architects l^edcaal jodgo 

Medical specialist l.aw partner in prestige 

Executives, top level, large firm 

national concern Flag-rank military officers 

Stock brokers Bishoj>, D.D. 

Sccotul-siafus group 

General medical practi- Downtown lawyer 

tioner Colonel or Navy captain 

Editor of newspaper Colh^ge professor, prestige 

Mechanical engineer school 

Top-level executive, local 
firm 

City or county judge 

Third-siatiis group 

Bank cashier Junior executive 

De, ^artment-store buyer High-school teacher 

Professor, small or munici- Minister (D.D.) from 
pal college sectarian school 

Advertising copy writer Office supervisor 
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Foiiiih-sfaftis group 


Bank clerk 

Cai pcnter, small contractor 
Clerk, prestige store 
Dental technician 
Rail 10 a cl e n gin c'c r 
Grade-st'hool teaclier 


Factory foreman 
Insurance salesman 
Chain-store manager 
Staff sergeant 
Office secretary 


FiflJi-sfafus group 


Auto mechanics 

Barber 

Bartender 

Carpenter, (>mplo)Xid 
Grocery clerk 
Crane operator 
Skilled factory worker 


Hotel desk clerk 
Tele]ffionc lineman 
Mail clcTk 
Corporal 
Policeman 
Truck driver 


Sixth-status group 


Taxi driver 

Semi-skilled factory worker 
Gas-station attendant 
Plumber’s helper 
Spotter, dry cleaning 


Stock clerk 
Waitress 
Watchman 
Riveter 


Lowest-status group 

Hod carrier Gardener Scrub woman 

Dishwasher Janitor Street cleaner 

Domestic servant Coal miner, laborer 

This ranking by status based on assessment by social scien¬ 
tists at least has the advantages of preciseness. All executives 
are not lumped together, nor are all teachers. Note, too, that 
tile long-assumed status superiority of white-collar workers 
over blue-collar workers does not carry through in any 
definitive, straight-line way on the list. Bartenders reading 
this list can rejoice that sociologists, at least, rate them a 
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notch or two higlicr thiin public opinion does, as n‘vealed by 
the earlier NOHC listing. 

A lew Hnal obseivations might be made. The system of 
matt'rial la'wards we liave evolved lor work skills seems to be 
to some e.\t('nt out oi kilter. If wa>rk roles are appraised objec¬ 
tively in terms ot talent, training, and responsibility refjuired, 
we seem in geneial to ovta-ieward Inisinessnuai and iinder- 
rewaird tliose in intellectual ]nirsnits. We seem to be under- 
rewarding ]:)eopIt^ wairking lor our many non-]nofit institutions 
and ovta -i ew aiding thos(' with tlu' sanu' skills working lor 
profit-making institutions. W(‘ seem to over-rewaird any occu¬ 
pational group that by collective action can control the How 
of riewc (’ompetitive talent into their field, l^'inallv, il 1 may be 
perrnitti'd a bold suggcsstion, it w-ould .seem that any rewaird 
system that year after year pays a wauling crooner approxi¬ 
mately one hundred times as mncd as the' Chief Justice^, of 
the United States Supreme Court is somewduit out ol balance. 


8 

peeliing order h in 
eorporute barnyardn 


“WAIST TO MOVE VP AS A MA/SACE/t? LEARN 
TO RE A FIRST CLASS SVRORDINATE.”—HEAD- 
LINE, Supervisory Management, 

The headeonc; trend toward large organizational struc- 
tures in America—not only in bu.siness but in government, 
labor, and education—has in the past decade produced new 
built-in stratification systems across the landscape. Nowhere 
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is this more apparent than in the great corporation, which can 
often imj)()se its hierarchy of ranks—and symbols of differen¬ 
tial status—upon tlje social structure of the surrounding com¬ 
munity. 

These hierarchical ranks are becoming as ex]dicit as those 
of the United States Cavil Service or thos(* of the aimed lorces. 
Each corporation has its hierarchy of tlie “line" (first-line 
foreman, assistant general foreman, general foreman, assistant 
department superintendent, department superintendent, divi¬ 
sional superintendent, assistant plant manager, plant manager, 
and others responsible for production) and its vertically paral¬ 
lel hierarchy of staff specialists (such as designer, assistant 
supervisor, supervisor, general supervisor, assistant staff head, 
staff head). Topping tliese tv\an jungles of titles are the elect 
of “advanced management” or “elite nucleus.” 

Mab(‘l Newcomer, in comparing the lives of modern busi¬ 
ness executives with those at the turn of the century, was 
deeply impressed by the fac:t that while two thirds of the 
executives in 1900 had once run th(‘ir own enterprises, only 
1 in 10 of the mid-century executives had; and the number 
who had spent their entire careers within the walls of one 
coi-poration had tripled. 

One result of the growth of corporate bureaucracy is the 
intense preoccupation that has developed in the past decade 
with symbols of status. The Wall Street Journal, after a nation¬ 
wide .study of business trends, reported on its page 1: “At an 
increasing number of concerns, the corporate caste system is 
being formalizcxl and rigidified.” And Time maga/ine reported 
on its business pages that the “trappings of power and rank are 
normal incentives in U.S. hiisinexss life.” It (quoted a Cleveland 
president as saying that “often the little privileges that go 
with an office are more important to an executive than a raise. 
You’d expect executives to be more mature, but they fre¬ 
quently aren’t.”^ Time added that the trend is toward “more 
instead of less luxury” in executive trappings. (A corporation 
executive who read this present chapter suggested only that 
I make it clear I’m not being facetious, that status symbols 
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have indeed eonie to play a most serious role in corporate 
iiK'cntive svsteins.) 

This pre<)eeii])ation with prerogatives~or “perks” as the 
British call tliein—rellects the special jn-obleins posed by big¬ 
ness. In a small company, evervlxxlv knows who is who, and 
where the jiower resides. An executive can charge about in 
shii t sleeves issuing orders and use a battered desk in an open 
room as his office. In inv search lor men who liad made at 
least $10,()()(),000 in the last twenty ^ ears, I iomid that almost 
all made their lortnnes bv starting and running theii' own 
companies (which makes them look a littk' like dinosaurs in 
this modern managerial era); and I found the ways of optT- 
ating of these lone wolves startlingly diflerent from the hun¬ 
dreds of coiporate executives I have interiogated, over the 
years, behind tlieir neat, polished desks. Several ol the entre- 
preTK'ur-miiltimillionaires worked in such modest cubicles that 
I couldn’t believe I had reached my destination when I faced 
them. OiH' shared a secretary with his two assistants. Another 
had odds and ends of furniture; a third had a “board” room 
less than ten feet square. Most impressive, at least eight 
relaxed by putting up their feet on their desks as they talked. 
1 hav(' stiained my memory and 1 can remember only one 
executive of a large corporation who ever did that. He was a 
president, and even he did it uneasily. 

In tfie large corporation, just as in the Armv, the executive 
feels a need for highly visible signs of his authority, even 
though he feels a need simultaneously to act out the American 
Creed by sbovving what a nice, regular fellow he is. 

The result is that the office managers of many corporations 
are trained in the nuances of status and systt^matize the appor¬ 
tioning of “perks.” 

First, there is the physical problem of assigning office space. 
This is often done by rule. Crown Zellcrbach Corporation, in 
planning its move to a new twenty-story building, has arranged 
walls so that offices for executives of equal rank can “all be 
built to within a square inch of one another in size.”- In a 
typical corporation, the head of the hierarchy assigned to a 
floor gets the corner office with the nicest view, and the offices 
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of his suhordinates branrh out from his corner in descending 
ordei- oi rank. Pli) sical closeness to the center of power is con¬ 
sidered evidence of status; and nobody wants to be put out 
“in left field.” 

Desks, too, tsqiically arc categori/,(Kl by rank. Maliogaiiy, 
of c‘Ours(\ outranks walnut; and walnut outranks oak. The man 
wlu) is entitled to wall-to-wall carpeting is likely to have a 
wat('r carafe, which has replac'cd the bniss spittoon as a symbol 
ol flag rank, and also probably has a red-leather couch. An 
executive with a two-pen st‘t on his desk clearly outranks a 
man u ith a one-pen set. At one broadcasting company, execu¬ 
tives above a certain level—and only they—are entitled to 
electric Ivpt'writers for their secretaries. 

vSeveial of the automobile-making corporations have highly 
formalized systems for bestowing status symbols. Here is how 
the Wall Strc('t Journal described the ascent of one former 
Ford executive: “As his position improved, his office grew 
larger, his furniture fancier, his name went on the door, he 
received a rug for the floor and a spot in the indoor garage. 
Then came k(‘ys to executive washrooms, country club mem¬ 
bership at company expense, and finallv a free car.” One of 
the added benefits of gaining a key to the executive washroom 
was that in it he could enjoy showers and the use of electric 
shavers and free cologne. In the town of Darien, Connecticut, 
where executives tend to congregate, 65 per cent of the mem¬ 
bership fees of one local country cTib are ])aid by companies. 

The private washroom, in many companies, is reserved for 
vice-presidents and up. Some have gold faucets. At a Mid¬ 
western oil firm, however, a fine line is drawn. The vice- 
presidents, like the president, have a private washroom; but 
it is literally that. Their washroom has no toilet, as the presi¬ 
dent s has. 

An invitation to use the executive dining room is another 
“perk” that comes only when the employee passes a certain 
level on the company's hierarchical chart. At a steel jilant I 
visited near Pittsburgh, there were two executive dining rooms 
side by side for different levels of executives. The one with 
tablecloths was for the higher group. A New York insurance 
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company has, in its building, five dining rooms in ascending 
e]('gance, and personind are assign(*d by rank. 74ie democratic 
custom of eating wit!) rank-and-file emplovc'cs at a common 
dining hall has become so rarely observed b>' corporate execu¬ 
tives that the president of a mediuin-si/ed company in North¬ 
east City boasted to me that he did that. It helped morale, he 
felt. 

The circumstances under which an employee arrives for 
work also are higlilv indicative of status. Does the em]doyee 
have to punc-h a time c*I(U‘k or not? Does li(‘ or she come 
through the plant gate or the office door? At what time' does he 
or she arrive in relation to others? Bos.ses tvpit allv make it a 
practice to ani\’e either earlier or later than their hock. In 
England, a government j'lroposal to ease the rush-hour traffic 
by persuading some business firms to start tlieir day a half 
hour earlier enc'oimtered a snob barrier. White-collar woi kers 
of one large company that was considering opening a half 
hour earlier (at 8:30) vehementh' objecOxl. When (juestioned, 
they reluctantly made the point that factory em])loyees com¬ 
monly started their work at 8:30, so that for them to do so 
would involve a loss of .social prestige. 

Perhaps the most jirec ise assigning of status symbols—cer¬ 
tainly the most visible to the general public—is seen in the way 
many cor])orations assign company cars. A large oil corporation 
divides its management people into five levels for the purpose 
of distributing all sorts of special ‘"perks,” including the com¬ 
pany cars. A Class I person (division managers, etc.) is as¬ 
signed a Cadillac or comparable limousine. A Class V person 
(salesmen, etc.) is c'onfined in his choice to certain specific 
models of Chevrolet, Ford, and Pivmouth. 

Writer David Knickerbocker made an analysis of the sys¬ 
tems used by large, nationwide merchandising firms in assign¬ 
ing cars. He found a six-level system mo.st widely used, and 
commented that many of these systems arc so highly codified 
as to make, model, and acce.ssories that “you can tell your 
neighbor’s annual income by a glance at the auto he u.ses for 
business.”'^ He summarized the six groups as follows (and the 
prices, I should stress, are for 1957); 
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1. Salesmen: Inexpensive Fords, Clievrolets, Plymonths. 

($ 2 , 200 ) 

2. Sales supervisors: Higher-priced Fords, Chevrolets, 
Plymouths. ($2,500) 

3. Assistant sales managers; Mercury, Pontiac, Dodge. 
($2,800) 

4. Sales managers: Oldsmobile, DeSoto, Biiick. ($3,600) 

5. Division nianagers; Clhrysler, Lincoln, or a Cadillac in 
the $5,100 range. 

6. Mce-presidents and up. According to one company 
official, “Th(*v can have any kind of Cadillac they want.” 

As for accessories, it is much the same: white-wall tires, air 
conditioners, power steering, etc., for vice-presidents; and 
nothing hut a heater for salesmen. 

The hierarchy of a cornj^any can often be noted visually by 
ins]')pctiug the name posted before each parking space in the 
parking lot rcsserved for manageni(‘nt. At an Ohio rubber com¬ 
pany’s home office, the president’s space is nearest the door 
(in case it rains), and the ranking vice-president’s is next in 
line, and so on down the liierarchy. 

P’or the ('xecutives living in one-company towns, even their 
private purchase of a family car must be done with a cautious 
eye on their com}>any’s hierarchical chart. Economist Leland 
Gordon reports the situation in one steel town where the chair¬ 
man of the board drives a Cadillac, and the president has one 
of the more costly Buicks. Protocol in the town, he relates, 
“forbids any lesser executive to drive a Cadillac or a Buick. 
The only ones who have a free choice in purchasing auto¬ 
mobiles are the independent trade people of the community.” 

In some European countries, presumably much more con¬ 
scious of the trappings of class, you find less attention focused 
on the status meaning of cars than you do in America. When 
the King of Norway visited the King of Denmark in 1958, a 
ceremony was held at the town hall in Copenhagen. I noted 
with interest that one Danish Cabinet member was chauf- 
feured up to the red carpet in an old Chevrolet coupe. 

Some of the more eminent executives of the larger United 
States corporations still choose to do their official traveling in 
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a private railroad car. That is, perhaps, the choicest of all 
status symbols, and can co.st the company about $]()(),0()() a 
year. One of the top executives of a major corporation still 
travels to coin entions only by private railroad cai‘. In contrast, 
the head of his c'ornpany (a more modest, budget-minded man) 
goes “commercial.” 

The privilege of going to a distant spa for an annua] or semi¬ 
annual free nn'dical checkup tliat takes several davs (you play 
golf in the afternoon) is granted only to tho.se execaitives of 
high status. Kank-and-file exeentives can get tlKur checkups 
at a local hospital, if von really rate, your wife goes along and 
gets a checkup, too. And you are permitted to put her on the 
expen.se acc'ount on company excursions. Wives, in fact, [)lay a 
key role in all the pusliing for the trappings of status at the 
olfice, because they need some way to indicate their hu.sbands’ 
importance when chatting with the girls; and it is easier to 
mention a free junket to a spa~or the number of secretaries 
a husband has—than it is to boa.st about how much he earns. 

Behind tin* fayade of elaborate courtesy shown one another 
by members of the management “team” of the typical corpora¬ 
tion, a great deal of (juite forthright elbowing for status takes 
place. Sociologist Melville Dalton of the University of Cali¬ 
fornia spent a great manv months at three industrial plants 
studying the tensions within each hierarchy. He concluded 
that in all the jdants the relations between members of man¬ 
agement could best be described as “a general conflict .sys¬ 
tem,”'^ Two principal causes of the conflicts were the drives by 
many members to “increase their status in the hierarchy,” and 
fric tions between members of the two vertically }:)aral]el rank 
orders of offic'ers; staff and line. This last source of conflict 
has been inc'reasing because the trend is toward using more 
and more staff speciali.sts—such as engineers, stati.sticians, 
public and personnel ex]>erts, chemists, and so on—who like to 
consider themselves agents of top management. They are 
typically younger, better ediuxated, and smoother than the 
older “line” managers in charge of producing the goods. The 
latter may still have dirty fingernails and typically view the 
young “college punks,” “pretty boys,” and “chair-warmers” 
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from staff with suspicion or annoyance; and they receive their 
most delicious pleasures from batting down or slyly sabotaging 
bright ideas staff men have for improving their own methods 
of operating. A young staff offic-(‘r comjdained to I^alton, 
“We re always in hot water with these old guvs on the line. 
Yon can’t tell them a damn thing. Thev’re bull-headed as hell!” 

Upu ard progress within any corporate liiei archy ol manage¬ 
ment depends, of course, in large part on talent. But a number 
of informal considerations—.some of them social—often weigh 
heavily in ])romotions and hiring. In early 1958, the Wall 
Street Jotinuil made another study of (‘xecutives, and ([noted 
one reci'ntlv appointed vice-president as saying, “Naturally 
you Jiave j)rid(* if you’re socially accept(‘d by your superiors. 
It does vou an awful lot of good. You can have a wamderful 
personnel system, but the thing that determines where ytm 
go in tlu^ (‘om])anv is personal cc^ntac'ts.” 

Where your office is located also seems to be a factor of 
importance. Being on the same floor the people at the 

“head office,” .so that you can be seen, helps. Other things 
being e({ual, you are far more Iik(‘ly to be advanced than a 
status ecjual wdiosc office ha]>pens to be in another floor, an¬ 
other building, or (worse) another city. 

Home life, too, is important. An advertising exf'cutive who 
stated [uiblicly that he and his family couldn’t live on $25,000 
a year also stated why: “There is no d(*nying that when a man 
starts t(^ make a certain amount of money how he lives be¬ 
comes a matter of conctnn to his emj>lo)'ers. And the advertis¬ 
ing business is an Ivy League, where clothes, manners and 
graci(^us living are an e.s.sential part of doing business.So, 
evidently, is the gracious wife. A top official of a Midwestern 
concern states: “Entertaining is one of the best wavs to deter¬ 
mine if the wife is good enough to enable a man to become a 
well-rounded executive.”^’’ A member of a management-con¬ 
sulting firm in the Midwest recently found himself being con¬ 
sidered for a top spot in one of the nation’s larger food 
corporations. The scrutiny of him went on lor what he felt 
was an indecently long period. Finally, he and his wife were 
invited to dine at an elite downtown Chicago restaurant with 
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the ]'>rc\sideDt and the president’s wife. The cajididiite and his 
wife dressed and behaved the vtay best tliev knew how. Two 
days later, without aiiv lurlher evidence of screening, lie wiis 
advised that he had been hired. Ih? had passed th(' final test. 

Who you are, in terms of religion, ethnic background, and 
politics, also is important in inlliiencing vonr possibilities lor 
])rogressing in many, it not most, c'orporatc', lu'erarchi(*s. Mel¬ 
ville Dalton, in a study of informal 1 actors mlluenciiig the 
cancer ac}iie\’ement ol 226 peo]>le within a managerial hier- 
aichy, cited these criteria of snc'cess as apparentIv ('xerting 
influence: not being a Homan Catholic, being Anglo-Saxon or 
Germanic, being a membc'r of a locail yacht club (114 were), 
and being a Repiibhean. Virtually all the 226 exc^ept a few 
first-line forcanen were. 

In Northeast City, which I investigated, tlie to]) manage¬ 
ments ol the major industries in town were heavily Protestant, 
even though the city was almo.st 50 per (;ent Catholic. One 
presidcait, an Episcopalian, confided, however, “Our treasurer 
is a Catholic . . . and it is hard for a Protestant to get a jc^b 
in his office.*' 

Jews were even more rarely encountered among the man¬ 
agement personnel of tlie larger c'ompanies of Northeast City's 
major industries. (The only excx^ption was in the textile fiedd, 
where tliey headed their own plants.) This same general situa¬ 
tion has many parallels in the Ihiited States. William Attwood, 
after spending several months for Look magazine investigating 
the status of jews in modern America, concluded: “Most 
young Americans feel that the big corporations now offer the 
best opportunities for security and advancement. Because of 
invisible barriers, some young Americans would be forced to 
disagree,”'^ 

With the growth of more complex corporate hierarc hies, we 
are seeing a growth in anxiety about status, partly because 
Such systems call for superiors who are expert in applying 
pressure. And we are seeing a growing adoption of the military 
procedure of periodic ratings by immediate superiors. This 
latter forces every aspiring employee constantly to wonder 
how successfully he is impressing himself upon the superior. 
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Unwittingly he may eagerly assume lor himself the known 
prejudic‘t‘s ol the superior, and even his mannerisms. 

t hose who reacli the top level ol hierarchies are, increas- 
ingl\, those who have sucx‘(^sslulh' shed tlu*ir rough edges of 
individualism. As the husiTiessinan’s maga/ine, Clidu^iug 
Times, has nf)ted, the trend is toward an upper level of husi- 
iK'ssnuMi and technologists who are “highlv trained technically 
and icess individualistic', screened tor qualities that will make 
them better ])laycrs on the team. . . ." The president of a major 
aircialt c'Oinpany, in .speaking to associates ov^er the intercom, 
addresses them as “Teammates.” 

Some corporate hiring agents are favorably im]>ressed if an 
applicant has Ixicni through military training because that 
training, among other things, has taught him to ac'commodate 
to hierarchy. The director of technical rcx'iiiitment of a lead¬ 
ing oil company makes the ])oint that one of the good rc^tunis 
of military service is the “experience with authority.” He says, 
“Apparently the Armed Forc'(?s don’t fool about authority. We 
have obseiwed that veterans do not rescait supervision; in fact, 
they ajq^ear to understand and to welcmme it.” On the positive 
side, it should be noted also that military service gives many 
yoTing mc'u from private-school and Ivy League backgrounds 
their first real c'OTitact with members of the supporting classes. 

Few men who hope to reac'h the top toda) can be indifferent 
to the opinion of associates, as Henry Kaiser or old Henry 
l"ord could be. The top penver in modern business can be 
ac'hievcd only bv thexse who are accepted bv the members of 
the board and by the company’s bankers as sound upper-class 
men like themselves. And even at the lower level of striving, 
the strain to ])rove oneself sound and amenable leaves its mark. 
C. Wright Mills, in his .study of white-collar people, made this 
dis(]uieting point: “When white-collar people get jobs, they 
sell not only their time and energy, but their personalities as 
well. They .sell by the week, or month, their smiles and their 
kindly gestures, and they mu.st practice the prompt repression 
of resentment and aggression.”^ 

Some of these members of the management “team” are 
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never free, except in tlieir dreams, when, as Orwell put it, 
tliey have tlic boss in the bottom of the well biniging lumps 
oi coal at him. Others, at the more sophisticated level, and 
who live in metropolitan areas not dominated by their com¬ 
pany’s sliadow, nianag(‘ to become rebels at night. They be¬ 
come wic'ked wits and liaining liberals in the safety ol their 
patjos and f.ivonte bars, 

Me^inwhile, some more thoughtful corporate managers are 
uneasily wondering it hierarchical growth has not got out of 
hand. 'Du' jxasonnel director ot Sears, Itoebuck made a study 
of the impact of organization structure on em])lovee morale 
and c'oncluded; “We staiously cjuestion the necessity for much 
of our present high degrc^e ol over-specialization and over- 
functionali/.ation/’ 

The proliferation of hierarchy, of canirse, is not limited to 
private business. Our larger universities, where stalls number 
in the thousands, have developed social sy.stc?ms ol their owm, 
with low-status maintcmanc^e hierarchies and the higher hier¬ 
archies of faculty and administration. 

With tlie growth of Big Labor, even labor unions, which 
onc’c idealized the leathc^r-jaeketed, open-collared leader- 
w'orker, developed their c)wn fairly complex hierarchies with 
many staff 1 ) 001)10 in necktic\s, such as educational direc^tors, 
publicists, and negotiators, who have rarely seen the inside of 
a factory or mine. And many of the union leaders began 
taking on the trappings of status favored by the industrialists 
they laced across the bargaining table.^ They pressed for high 
salaries (a number are in the $30,000-50,000 range), built 
themselves kingly offices, demanded limousines or private 
planes for their travel, held their conventions in deluxe seaside 
hotels where they demanded the best rooms, lived in pent- 
hotises—and stopped putting their feet up on their mahogany 
desks. That extreme of the empire-building businessman-labor 
leader, the teamsters’ James Hoff a, explained the fact that his 
union supplied him with not only a Cadillac but a private 
barbershop, g)mnasiuni, and massage room by sayirjg: "‘Just 
because Tm a labor leader, do they want me to go around in 
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baggy pants, drive a three-dollar car, and live in a foiir-dollar 
house?” One labor leader who has tried to keep his own way 
of life, and that of his headtjuarter associates, not too remote 
from that of the workingman they represent is the fiery Walter 
lleuther of the automobile workers. At this waiting, his United 
Auto Work(a salary is ksss than $20,()()(). lie will ride only in 
a inedinm-pric'ed antonjol')ile on biLsin(‘ss. prelers coach wdien 
li) ing. When he found himself attending a labor convention in 
a hixurious Miami Ik^aich hoti^l, lie showed liow he ielt about 
it by insisting on sharing a double room with an aide. He, 
however, is a lonely hold-ont from a tiend among labor leaders 
to high-statns living. 

Oui nation’s most elaboiate hicaarchx’ nnoncstionably is 
that of the United States (a'vil Service with its ei^diteaai grades. 
Virtually every civilian employee of the* fedi'ral goveinment, 
below^ the higher polic'V-inaking k'vel, is lab(‘led by grade. 
Most occupations have a .spri'ad of se^’(Tal gradtss, from least 
to higlu'st skilled; but h(‘re are examples ol w'ln'tf‘-eollar occu¬ 
pations that s(‘(‘m most frequently to fall within the various 


Grade 

1 

Messenger 

Grade 

2 

Mail elerk 

Grade 

3 

Stenographer 

Grade 

4 

Ac*cmmting clerk 

Grade 

5 

Secretary 

Grade 

6 

Nurse 

Grade 

7 

Construction inspector 

Grade 

8 

Aircraft-engine i nspeetor 

Grade 

9 

Chemist 

Grade 

10 

Social-insurance administrator 

Grade 

11 

Electronic engineer 

Grade 

12 

Agricu 11ural economist 

Grade 

13 

Dental officer 

Grade 

14 

Legal administrator 

Grade 

15 

Ph y sical-scien ce a dm ii list rat or 

Grades 16, 17, 18 

Highc^r-level administration 



112 * The Status Seekers 


It \A’()iiIcl seem appropriate for tlu^ leaders of oiir ]>ig organi¬ 
zation structures in all fields, with their neatly ordered hier¬ 
archies, to cast a st^aiching eye on the human cost of stratified 
bigness. If, more and more, bigness is jndg('d to be irrevocably 
destined, perhaps, at the least, efforts can be made to check 
the witliering of individuality of the “teammates.” 


fl 

shopphtff tor siatuH 


*^Re(j;ardless i)/ her ability to pay^ each individual 
wants to feel that she will he ^comfortable,'' If the 
store is too hif^h-style, the blue-collar ivorker''s 
wife'^s sixth sense tells her she will be subtly 
humiliated by the clerks and rnher customers 
because she is out of her depth classwise,^'' 

—PIERRE IVtARTINEAlJ, Direrlor of Rom arch and 
Marketing?, Chicago Tribune, 

OUH EXCURSIONS INTO SPECIFIC STORES—AND PAHTICITL ARLY 
the excursions women make to fashionable clothing stores— 
indicate more than we realize about our status and our status 
aspirations. The clothing w^e buy says a good deal about our 
status. And, for that matter, the way we pay our bills for the 
clothing and other purchases varies to some extent depending 
upon our status in our community. 

The Chicago Tribune's study of shoppers and their habits 
in th ree homogeneous communities outside Chicago reveals 
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that many women see the shopping trip to a prestige store 
(regardless of any pnrcliases made) as a ritual which, if suc¬ 
cessful, reassures the woman of her own high sfatus. The trip, 
the Tribune s investigators found, ‘Tnablc'S her to test her self¬ 
conception status-wise against the conception'’ others hold of 
herd 

Such women dress up for the shopping trijo. Tliey strive to 
look their most chic and poised, and if the tnp is a success 
they feel “pride, pleasure, and prestige'” in pationizing the 
store and in the satis!action of “looking down on the customers 
of the lower-status store” (where women typically don’t dress 
up to sho})). Some women said it made them “!eel good” just 
to go into a high-status store. The investigators concluded 
that “shopping at a prestige stoie enhances the status of the 
shopper and vice versa.” 

On the other hand, women who get hex'ond th('ir status in 
their ventures into stores feel uncomfortable. Hicre is a wide- 
spiead feeling among women that store clerks endeavor to 
maintain what they consider to l:)e the proper tone for their 
store by snooting customers who seem out of place. The wife 
of a research physicist in Stamford, Connecticut, told me that 
one day when she “ran” into a high-prestige store about a 
block from her home to buy a blouse that she needed she 
simply “threw” a babushka over her head and wore slacks. 
The clerks pretended not to see her. When she asked for a 
specific blouse in the window, the clerk frozen-faced said it was 
sold. Next morning, dressed in her best, she went back to the 
same store, souglit out the same clerk (who did not recognize 
her in her more elegant apparel), and without difficulty pur¬ 
chased the same blou.se. Sweetly she gave the clerk a $100 
bill. The clerk couldn’t change such a large bill, and apolo¬ 
getically took the $100 bill to a bank a block away to get 
change. Our vengeful wife said she enjoyed every minute of 
the wait. 

Or consider a somewhat diflPerent case. The wife of a very 
ambitious but hardly prosperous sales manager went into a 
fashionable Fifth Avenue store and asked to see “theater 
suits.” A crisp saleslady, after appraising her, brought out a 
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dress piiced at $39.50. 3liat price was the stores bargain- 
basement price, 'rhe wile saw only the ])nc‘e tag and was 
olienclc'd. Alter barely glancing at the suit itself, she asked 
with scnne haughtiness if the store didn’t have something 
“better.” I'he clerk, not to be out-snooted, said the only other 
appropriate suits were “quite a bit higher.” With that she 
disappeared and soon came back with anotlier suit. It was 
priced at $I65. The wife showed visible signs of distress but 
said it was just what she wanted. She spent the next two 
months finagling the family finances to conceal her folly from 
her husband. 

In the choice of any store for making an important pur- 
<^has(\ we unwittingly .seek out the store with a status image at 
or near our own status level. Pierre Martineau of the Trihwic 
has found that many merchants are unaware of this. He asked 
a major Chic ago retailer with a large store in the heart of the 
citv about the socio-economic character of his customers. The 
man replied proudly that the entire range of ec‘onomie c*las.ses 
was his oyster. He said he drew pe(;])le from all social classes. 
“But an analvsis of his sales tickets,” Mr. Martmea\i states, 
“rev^eiilc‘d that nothing could be further from the truth!” Al- 
though he was centrally located, the vast majority of his cus¬ 
tomers were drawn from the lower third of the economic 
scale, with addre.sses in the South Side or southern suburbs.- 

Another market re.searcher in Chicago states: “You could 
classify Chicagoans socially by the .stores they patronize.” He 
went down a rather long list of major stores of descending 
social .status. At the top of his list was Marshall Field & Co., 
wliich is unsurpassed in .status among the major stores. 

Pierre Maiiineaii contends that the most suc'cessful stores 
are those that deliberately develop a clear-cut image convey¬ 
ing their soc-io-economic status, whether high or low. One way 
stores develop an upper-ela.ss image is to bear down heavily 
on aiiticjuity in their dec'or. Dark woods are said to be more 
sugge.sti\e of an upper-class status than light woods. Mr. 
Maitinean tells of a leading department .store in the South 
that had old-fa.shioned lighting and fixtures throughotit. The 
best families from the city’s fine old homes seemed to love the 



Shopping for Status • 115 


Store. Then a change came in one section of the store. The 
meichancliser of women’s apparel set out to modernize his 
department. Mr. Martineau relates: “He introduced new fix¬ 
tures and lighting, more high fashion styling, and a promo¬ 
tional flavor similar to any aggressive chain store in the field/’^ 

The result? “The fortunes of the store declined in definite 
progression—first women’s apparel, then children’s, then men’s 
apparel and finally all the hard-line depaiimeiits.” The trouble 
was traced to the women’s-apparel department, which had 
been modernized, and the decline was checked when the store 
brought back into tliat department tlie ancient lights, fixtures, 
and other mood-creating paraphernalia. 

When big downtown stores open suburban stores in shop¬ 
ping centers, care must be taken, Martineau has concluded, 
to open in areas with status images comparable to that of the 
downtowm store. A lower-class department store that builds 
a branch in an upper-class suburban neighborhood will find 
itself under a cloud. And the reverse is also true. Many shop¬ 
ping centers, he states, are a hodgepodge of stores with differ¬ 
ent status appeals and are “pulling against each other.” 

Now let us examine the status meanings of the clothing we 
buy in these stores. The economic director of the Wool Bureau 
happily predicted, some months ago, that clothing was enjoy¬ 
ing a resurgence as a symbol of status and would become 
more so in the coming decade. 

Historically, clothing has been one of the most convenient, 
and visible, vehicles known for drawing class distinctions. In 
early New England, a woman was peiTnitted to wear a silk 
scarf only if her husband was worth a thousand dollars. 
Medieval London had detailed specifications on the amount 
of affluence that was necessaiy before a person could wear 
ermine, cloth of gold, or silk, Rothenburg, Gennany, still 
exhibits the heavy wooden collar that was locked, during the 
Renaissance, around the neck of any woman who tried to dress 
beyond her class. And during the French Revolution, the 
revolutionists, in their desire to abolish class distinctions. 
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struck clovvui the laws defining the dress appropriati' to each 
eJass. 

The e]it(‘ long viewed clothing as a \Naiy to demonstrate both 
its snpei ior wcailtli and its habitual abstint'uca' Iroin any pro¬ 
ductive ioirn ol la]x)r. Some e\amj)]es ol the latter: the high 
liats, pat(‘ntdeatlK'r shoes, and thifiv while collars and cuffs 
of tlu' mak’s; the high spikt^d heels, hoI)ble skirts, and bound 
fe‘et of leinales. Dev(‘lopments of retxmt \a'ars, however, wtaik- 
enc‘d the (‘fl('cti\’(mess of cfothing for these (\\'o ])uiposes. I'lie 
mass ])i'oduc‘ti()n and mass inarkt'ting ol fine labi ics—inefnding 
n) Ion sloekings~weak(*ned the first function; and the It'sscning 
significance^ of leisure as a syml)oI ol higli status, due to the 
shoitia' w'oik wt'ck, wc‘ak(‘ned the second one. 

It develo]>s, however, that class distinctions ]')ersist in more 
sulitle forms. Sociologists bernard Barber and Lvle S. Lobel 
made an analvsis of clothing prelerenctAS of W'oimai at difh'ient 
soc-iaJ Icx'cls bv analyzing fashion material in a number of 
women’s magazines covcaing a twe-utN-vear period.^ The 
classes studu'd iang(*d from '‘old money” upper class down to 
lower nnddl(‘ class. 

The\' found, for e.xarnple, a significant difference in emphasis 
as you mo\ed horn the “old money” rich, or true elite, to the 
“new monev” lich, or unseasoiu'd elite. The women of “old 
monex” familn'S tenti to be lelatiyely indiffen'iit to sxxangs in 
fashion; and tluar taste is orientxal more to that of the British 
uj)per c lasses than to the French. They like wa)o]ens and prefer 
a tw eedy look to a daring look. All this. Barber and Lobel 
conclude, reveals a “c’oncern for birth distinction and Engli.sh 
hereditx as against the di.stinetion of occupational achieve¬ 
ment.” They respond to fashion me.ssages that Tise such words 
as “aristocratic” and .such phrases as “xvell-bred looks” or “a 
trumpet flare at the hip.” 

In contra.st, the “ntzxv money” women are fascinated with 
high fashion, especially as it is dic*tated by Paris. They strive 
for a chic‘, sophisticated look w'hile at the same time, with an 
eye on the goal of gaining acc‘eptance from the “old money” 
rich, the)' .strive for an appearance of quiet, assured elegance. 

As you move dowm into the range of the typical American 
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woman, the aim is to follow whatever “smart” stvie is “sweep¬ 
ing the conntr\'” provided that the style peimits die women to 
einjdiasize theij- “respeetahility” and ]')rettiness. 'J'hese women 
are more lik(*Iy to look lor gnidance in their dress to Mrs. Earl 
Warren tlian to the Duchess ol Windsor. 

A woman ol some wt'alth amj’)lihed lor me the difference of 
attitude ol “old money” women and “new money” women 
when sh(' told ol an e\’ening she sprait attending parties on the 
Nordi Shore of (diicago. 7’Iu* first wars at a club dominated by 
wealthy “new m<aiev” families. The secoiul was a more elite 
cinb for “old money” millionaires. S1 k‘ had planned, lor con¬ 
venience, to wear th<* same outfit to both aflairs, a dramatic 
black gown at'centnated by diamond accessories. Her hostess, 
however, admonished her to change befoia^ J^<^hig on to the 
“old money” affair. Idiey looked throiigli her wardrobe and 
th(i }u)st(\ss pointed to a dark-brown woolen dress as being 
ideal. My ac‘(|naintance (‘xplained, “It was the thing I had 
been wearing to come down to breaklast.” 

The objectives women typically liave in mind when tlicy 
dress also vary from class to class. Women are really 

secure in their upper-class .statiis may become fond of a really 
good outfit and wear it for years as a favorite costume. The 
fabulously well -dressed Mrs. Winston Guest recently took with 
her to Europe a suit she has been wearing for eight years. She 
was reported as explaining, “Good suits simply do not wear 
out if you hang tliem up.” When you droj) down to the semi- 
upper-class level, however, you find a great deal of .striving 
to demonstrate variety of wardrobe. This is particularly true 
among club women in the Midwe.st. As they go to their various 
club activities, they keep running back home to change their 
outfits so that they will be more in keeping with the setting, 
time, and mood of the occasion. They tend to think of their 
dressing in terms of self-expression. My familv once had such 
a lady as a house guest. She changed her costume five times 
in the course of one day. The wife of a corporate executive is 
a former Kansan now living in the New York suburbs. She 
.states that when she goes back to her home town in Kansas she 
has to plan on wearing more outfits per week than she does 
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ill New' York. Tlio woint^i in tlie Kansas town, she states, seem 
to he more tlress-eonseioiis. 

Social Uesearc'h, Tne., has tc^niul that lowca-miclclle-class 
women (limited snec'ess), on tlic* othta* hand, dress primarily 
to make a nic‘e impression on other people, particailarly other 
women. And the' lower-status woman, it lomid, likes to drc'ss 
up for still a diifcMxmt reason. She uants most tlie fantasy of 
the experience'. She is eager to gc't away from tlie drudgery of 
liousework and c'hildren, and wants to bc'eome a (hnderella 
and so escsijx' for a inouK'ut from her trouhlc's. She doesn’t 
dress partienlarly for men heeau.se most of the malcxs she sees 
at parties aie her relati\'es and in-laws. 

Mc'ii. too, dc'spite their resistanee to attc'inpts to ehange 
their st\ic‘s, exhibit eertain distinc'tiye modes of dress as \'ou 
move from class to class. Uppc'i-c'lass males are much more 
likely to wear vests than males of any other class. And thc^y 
have strong ideas about shirt C'ollars. My wife, Virginia, re- 
C'ently painted th(‘ portrait of a stiiking-looking young man of 
sevc'iitc'en who atti'uds, mo.st of tlie year, an elite New England 
boarding school, d'hc' j'lortrait revealed him clean-cut in liis 
open-collai-ed w hite shirt. When Mrginia showed him the por¬ 
trait lor suggc'stions, he said it wais very nic'c. Something, how¬ 
ever, WMS obviously bothering him, and he finally c'onfesed 
the cau.s(' oi his uneasiness. He asked il .slie would mind 
putting buttons on his opc-n collar. The button-down c'ollar, it 
seemed, is mandatory with boys at his boarding scTool. 

Many grown men WTiuld feel uncouth if the\' ever had to 
appear in public* without their Brooks Brothers suit. They’ve 
been buying tluan ewer since their own boarding-school days. 
The imj’iortance of the uppcn-cla.ss label and “look” to males 
c'an be seen in the fact tfiat a Third Avenue merchant in New 
York has developed a highly suc'ccxssful busincyss selling cast¬ 
off “snob label clothing, for around $35 a suit, to men who 
have momentarily come upon hard times. The most sought 
labc'ls include Brooks Brothers, Burberry, Chipp, Stadler & 
Stadler, and ). Prc'ss. 

Perhaps the mo.st visible differentiation between males of 
the upper cluster of classes and those of the lower edasses is 
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the elaborate casiialness of the upper-class dress for most 
occasions outside work and the faith in formality of those in 
the lower groups. A now famous Hollywood actor still reveals 
his lower white-collar origins every time he sits down. He 
pulls up his trousers to preserve th(' crease. 

A sixteen-year-old boy from a limited-success family was 
invited to attend a dance for young folks at a yacht club on 
the New England coast. His mother was thrilled and bought 
him a new blue serge suit for the occasion. The boy spent a 
miserable evening. Every boy at th(‘ dance except himself was 
wearing kliakis and an old sports jacket. Among the yacht-club 
set this casual uniform was dc ri^iicur. I’his same distinction 
appar('ntly applies in England. I’he aristocrats dress down on 
weekends, wear dirty sneakers and go tieless. Meanwhile, the 
gardener, when he goes for a walk, dres.ses up in his Sunday 
best with stiff collar and hat even when tlie weather is veiy 
warm. 

In clothing as in other matters, the really rich prize age, 
whereas men well below them in .status prize newness. The 
New England aristocrat clings to his cracked shoes through 
many re-solings and his old hat. 

The shape of our clothing varies in another interesting way 
by class. As you go up the cla.ss scale, you find an increasing 
number of fat men. Among women the opposite is true. You 
rarely see a really plump woman on the streets of the well- 
to-do suburbs surrounding New York. The slim figure is more 
of a preoccupation with women of the two upper classes. As 
you go down tlie scale, the married women take plumpness 
more calmly. 

The way we spend our money and pay our bills—for clothes 
and other items—also is to a considerable degree a reflection 
of class-induced attitudes. William Foote Whyte found in his 
interviews with Chick and Doc, the two contrasting young 
men of the Italian slums, that attitude toward money has a 
lot to do with the pos.sibility of rising in the social .scale. 
Chick went on to “Ivy University” and law school to become 
a successful lawyer. Doc, in conbast, made little progress, 
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continued to hang out nightly with the street-comer gang. 
Whyte, who ciune to know both men well as to their intelli¬ 
gence and ability, observed: “Clearly difference in intelligence 
and ability does not explain the difference between Chick and 
Doc. There must be some otlier way of explaining why some 
Cornerville men rise while others lemain stationaiy.” He found 
that those who later went on to college and became successful 
began showing signs of thriftiness even in boyhood. Whyte 
concluded: 

“The c'ollege boy must save his money in order to finance 
his education and launch his business and professional career. 
He therefore cultivates the middle-class virtue of thrift.” In 
contrast. Doc, to maintain his prestige as leader of his street- 
corner gang, had to be a free spender. “It is not possible,” 
Whyte said, “to be thrifty and yet hold a high position in the 
corner gang.”''" 

Aside b orn the lowest class, the worst credit risks in America 
appear to be the upward strivers of the semi-upper class. The 
Chicago Tribune study of “The New Consumer” quotes a 
dweller of its high-status community. Golf, as explaining: “You 
must spend just a little more than you can afford to progress 
high in life,” (In late 1958, an insurance company began 
promoting a policy that, it said, was ideal for highly paid 
exec'utives. The New York State supe^rintendent of insurance 
soon felt it necessary to issue a warning stating that many men 
of moderate incomes [$10,00()-$15,000] had been buying it— 
and had no business doing so.) 

A builder in suburban Detroit cited one higher-income 
suburb favored by middle-level automotive executives as 
having “the worst credit rating of the Detroit area.” And he 
added, from sad personal experiences, “I want no part of the 
market for the high-priced home in the $25,000-$40,000 
bracket. The most dangerous group to do business with are 
these people who have salaries between $10,000 and $20,000. 
Specifically Tm talking about junior executives who have 
higher-class tastes but still don't have the money. They've got 
to join the country club and buy a second car and probably a 
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boat and have a regular cleaning woman. I call them the 
Second Louies of Industry. You can have theml’" 

The people with salaries ranging from $7,000 to $10,000, 
he said, are far better credit risks. They are more sohd and 
don’t “lush up” at the country club. “Above $10,000 you’re 
taking a chance.” That income figure of $10,000, he said, “is 
tlie breaking point.” 

As you go up the class scale, you find that people tend to 
develop, as a status right, a more delaying attitude toward 
monthly bills. A workingman's wife who neglects to pay a bill 
by the fifteenth is likely to find her credit cut off at the 
butcher’s and, if delinquent more than a few days, to find a 
collector on her door step. A semi-upper-class wife, in contrast, 
is likely to consider it “plebeian” to pay bills promptly and 
expects tradespeople to maintain a patient, hat-in hand atti¬ 
tude. The man and wife are much too busy with larger 
matters to bother with bills. Actually, of course, they often 
are strapped. 

In the real upper class, you are likely to see a monumental 
casualness about bills. The local tradespeople pretend that 
money really is a nuisance and often make a point of seeming 
negligent and offhand about submitting bills. And tlie cus¬ 
tomers frequently take three or more months to pay. When 
you reach the higher levels of the upper class, the casualness 
about bills becomes a source of wonderment. Gloria Vander¬ 
bilt recalls, in her autobiography, which she wrote with her 
twin sister, her surprise at learning that the family butcher bill 
had reached $40,000. 
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behavior that dives us atvad 


^‘The upper classes LIVE in a HOUSE ... use 
the TOILET, the PORCH, LIBRARY or PLAY^ 

ROOM. The middle classes RESIDE in a HOME 
... use the LAVATORY, the VERAISDA. DEN or 
RUMPUS ROOM.’ —E. DIGBY BALTZELL, Eni- 
versily of Pennsylvania. 

WinLE Americans are ceremoniously egalitarian in 
their more conspicuous behavior patterns, they reflect, some¬ 
times wittingly and often unwittingly, their class status by the 
nuances of their demeanor, speech, taste, drinking and dining 
patterns, and favored pastimes. 

In the matter of demeanor, the upper-class ideal is one of 
cool, poised reserve. This demeanor serves the double purpose 
of rebuffing pretenders and demonstrating one's own com¬ 
petence to carry the torch of gentility. The model for genteel 
behavior is the pre-World War II British aristocrat, who wore 
a wooden mask and, in the male version, cultivated a 
mustache to hide any emotional twitchings at the mouth when 
tlie owner was under stress. 

The stiff upper lip must be maintained regardless of the 
provocations. Some months ago, I happened to attend a very 
proper upper-class tea. The guests included members of 
several old, moneyed families, a university dean, etc. The 
hostess exuded cool elegance. In the midst of the tea sipping 
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her young son burst in excitedly to exhibit a mongrel pup he 
had just bought for $2 at an auction. The hostess, presum¬ 
ably, was appalled by his intrusion and by the long-term im¬ 
plications of his impulsive purcrhase. But she smiled, miirm\ired 
“Ilow nice,” and went on talking to a guest. Tlie flustered 
pup, meanwhile, lost bowel control in the middle of the 
Persian rug. In a lower white-collar home, such an untoward 
incident would have occasioned gasps, blushes, and howls of 
embarrassed merriment. At this tea, the incident seemingly 
pass(‘d almost unnoticed. Guests continued chatting on unre¬ 
lated subjects. The hostess acted as if this was the most natural 
thing in the world to happen at a party, raised a window, 
calmly asked her son to please remove all traces of the pup, 
and went on chatting about the forthcoming marriage of one 
of her guests' daughters. 

In speech, too, the upper-class members copy the British 
model, at least to the extent of striving for a cool, precise 
diction, and by pronouncing the “a” of tomato with an “ah.” 
The British upper-class members still have such a distinctive 
fonn of speech that, not long ago, a nationwide argument 
developed over claims that the Royal Navy, in its screening 
of officer candidates, was favoring candidates with upper-class 
accents, other things being equal. The Evening Standard 
headlined one article: “Is There a Sound Barrier against Your 
Son?” and added that “It might hang on a dropped ‘h.' ” 

With Americans, choice of words is more indicative of 
status tlian accent, although the New England boarding 
schools nurturing future upper-class boys have long fostered 
the Harvard, or Proper Bostonian, accent. In general, both the 
upper classes and the lower classes in America tend to be 
more forthright and matter-of-fact in calling a spade a spade 
(for example: organs of the body, sexual terms, excretory func¬ 
tions, etc.) than people in between, members of the semi-upper 
and limited-success classes. In this respect, at lea.st, we are 
reminded of Lord Melbourne's lamf?nt: “The higher and lower 
classes, there's some good in them, but the middle classes are 
all affectation and conceit and pretense and concealment.”^ 

Persons who feel secure in their high status can display 
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tlieir self-assurance by using unpretentious language. Old Bos¬ 
tonians are notably blunt (often to the point of rudeness) in 
their language. A well-established society matron of Dallas 
and Southampton gave the appropriate upper-class answer 
when asked about the “secrets” of her success in entertaining. 
She rcspond<xh according to TJic ISJcw York Times, witli: 
“Why, I just give them peanuts and whisky.” 

Sociologist E. Digby Baltzell of tlie University of Pennsyl¬ 
vania has compiled a table^’ of upper-class and middle-cl ass 
usage of language as he found it while making a study of 
Pliiladelphia’s elite. Here are a few examples: 


Upper Class 

Wash 

Sofa 

Long dress 
Dinner jacket 
Rich 
Hello 
What? 

1 feel sick 


Middle Class 


Launder 
Davenport 
Formal gown 
Tuxedo 
Wealthy 

Pleased to meet you 
Pardon? 

I feel ill 


Also, I might add, as you move from the upper class to 
those somewhat below, sweat becomes perspiration, pants 
become trousers, jobs become positions, legs become limbs, 
and people “go to business” instead of “go to work.” 

When members of different classes address each other, we 
see a recognition of the differences in the language used. 
Ostensibly, we use first names with each other because first- 
naming is symbolic of equality. Actually, it is a little more 
complicated. Anyone is uncomfortable if his expectations are 
not met, and a social inferior expects his superior to act su¬ 
perior. However, it must be done in a nice, democratic way. 
The superior calls tlie inferior, democratically, by the first 
name; but the inferior shows deference in responding by 
addressing the superior more formally. Amy Vanderbilt, the 
etiquette authority, for example, advises me that even though 
the wife of a boss may address the wife of a subordinate by 
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her first name, the subordinate's wife should not address the 
wife ol tlie boss by her first name until invited to do so. 

A sociologist, investigating salutations in shipyards, dis¬ 
covered that, while supervisors invariably addressed workers 
by tlieir first names, the workers only addressed each other by 
their first names. They addressed their foreman as “Brown,” 
and front-office supervisors who came tfirough the yard as 
“Mister Browai,” and often took their caps off while doing it. 

One worker, when addressed fonnally as “Mister_” by 

tbe investigating sociologist who had got to know him quite 
well, confessed tliat it embarrassed him to be so addressed. 
“It’s like you were making fun of me somehow, pretending 
I’m more important than I am.”'^ 

Experts in communications are finding that tlie mainte¬ 
nance of good communication betw^een different levels, as be¬ 
tween management and workers, is far more difficult than as- 
sum(‘d. Meanings become lost or distorted, especially when 
workers tiy to communicate upward. One investigator makes 
the figurative point that communication between management 
and workers is filtered by a funnel with the large end facing 
upward. The workers, he said, must try to get tlieir thoughts 
“through the small end of the funnel. Sometimes the results 
arc fantastic.” 

Our very' modes of communication, furthermore, differ from 
class to class. This is seen in a .study made of responses of 
people in Arkansas when they tried to relate to investigators 
what had happened when a tornado struck their community. 
The interviews were gathered by the National Opinion Re¬ 
search Center."* A comparison was made between responses 
from an “upper group” (some college education and an in¬ 
come of at least $4,000) and those of a “lower group,” 
composed of people with little schooling and income. The 
sheer problem the lower-cla.ss person encountered in trying 
to communicate across cla.ss lines his tale to the college-trained 
investigator was in itself a strain. Aside from language dif¬ 
ficulties, communication was complicated by the fact that the 
lower-class person had different rules for ordering his speech 
and thought. 
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The lower-class narrator related the events of the tornado 
entirely in terms of his own perspective, llis story was like a 
movie made with a single, fast-moving, and sometimes bounc¬ 
ing, camera. Other people came into the stor)^ only as he 
encountered them. His account was vivid and exciting, but 
often, to the listener, fragmented and hard to follow. (Ex¬ 
ample: “We run over there to see about them, and they was 
all right.”) In contrast, the narrator fiom the up])er group is 
more like the director of a movie who is commanding several 
cameras, as he tries to give the listener tlie big picture of what 
happened. He tells what other people chd, what organiy.ations 
did, and even what other towns did. His account becomes so 
generalized and full of classifying, however, that it is less con¬ 
crete and vivid tlian the lowe^r-class account. 

Now we turn to other areas of behavior where characteristic 
class patterns emerge. 

Drinking habits. Social Research, Inc., made a comparative 
study of patrons of twenty-two cocktail lounges and twenty- 
four taverns in the Chicago area, and found that they repre¬ 
sented different worlds socially.*'' 

The cocktail lounge is primarily an upper-middle-class insti¬ 
tution serving primarily mixed drinks made of hard liquor, 
and operating in a commercial district primarily between the 
hours of 12 to 8 p.m. In contrast, the tavern is a neighborhood 
social center, and operates from early morning till late at night. 
Its patrons are almost entirely from what I call the supporting 
classes, the lower three. As you go down the scale, the number 
of hours that people who frequent drinking establishments 
spend in those establishments increases. Upper-lower-cl ass 
people (essentially working class) who frequent taverns spend 
fourteen to twenty-three hours a week there. Pierre Mar- 
tineau has made the interesting observation that many taverns 
catering to this group use, as a name for the establishment, a 
title combining the names of the proprietor and his wife. 
Examples: “Vie & Ed's,"' “Fran & BilFs,” “Curley & Helen's.” 

As might be surmised from the foregoing, patrons of the 
tavern see the tavern as a place where they can obtain social 
and psychological satisfactions—and not just a fast drink. 
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Most of the patrons live within two blocks of the tavern. Each 
tavciri has its own social system. ‘‘Regulars” come in at the 
same time every day; they have tlieir own rules about who 
is acceptable as a member of their in-group, and what con¬ 
stitutes proper and improper behavior in a tavern. 

Each tavern caters not only to a specific social class but 
often to a special group within that class. Many of the 
taverns studied turned out to have a clientele consisting al¬ 
most entirely of either Old Poles, New Poles, Italians, hill¬ 
billies, or Germans. One of the tavems catering to Polish- 
Arnericans had on its walls posters announcing events of inter¬ 
est to Polish-Americans, such as meetings of Pohsh-American 
w ar veterans, and the juke box offered primarily polkas. This 
tavern’s proprietor said of a nearby tavern, “No, the tavern 
across the street is not like this one ... all hillbillies over 
there . . . never come in here—don’t wamt them in here. . . , 
We never have any trouble, and we don’t want any. . . . They 
stay in their plac'cs. . . . No, they just learn fast when they 
move in here that this is not a place for them.” 

That hillbilly tavern across the street, catering to recent 
white immigrants from the South, featured on its juke box 
rock ’n’ roll, hillbilly, and Western music. While the big drink 
in the Polish tavern is beer, the big drink with tlie hillbillies 
is a “shot” of whisky. 

In general, however, the preferred drink of tavern habitues 
is beer. A glass of beer can be nursed a long time and, 
further, it is less likely to tlireaten self-control. Pierre Mar- 
tineau, in mentioning this fact, referred to beer as a “drink of 
control.” He went on to say that the tavern customer, usually 
a solid workingman, has a “terrible fear of getting out of 
control and getting fired.” You find the least concern about 
self-control, he added, at the top of the social structure. 
People there don’t woriy^ when they drink. They can do no 
wrong. This may explain something I noticed in Northeast 
City. The most notorious lush in town was a playboy who 
had inherited his father’s wealth. Many people reported having 
seen him sloppy drunk in public. 

Sociologists studying behavior patterns of the social classes 
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of a South Dakota town, Prairietoii, found the people of the 
top class and the bottom class had an interesting grievance 
against each other. Both accused the other of drinking too 
much! 

In this connection, the attitude of Jews toward drinking 
might be noted. Among Jews, drunkenness is unforgivable. It 
is view(*d not simply as in bad taste tor a Jew to become drunk 
but degrading and sinful. An older Jew will rarely drink an)- 
thing at all excej^t an occasional .sherry. I’he younger Jew, it 
he lives in a Gentile area, will serve martinis to guests belore 
dinner, and may even, to be congenial, have a bar in his 
house. However, if he lives in a predominantly Jewish area, 
he drinks very sparingly; and if a Cientile visits his home he 
is, out of habit, more likelv to oiler food than drink as a 
refreshment. 

Two considerations seem to account for tlie Jewish aversion 
to drinking. The first is the Jew’s tremendous respect for 
intelUictual accomplishment. Drunkenness, of course, under¬ 
mines—at least for a time—one’s intellectual capacity. More 
important, perhaps, Je.*ws see alcohol as a threat to self-control. 
Historically, Jews, as a persecuted group, have had to be 
alert constantly to threats to their family and their life. 
Drunkenness has seemed to make about as much sense for 
them as it would tor an antelope in lion country. 

Dmine patterns. Tastes in food vary considerably from one 
end of the social scale to the other. Hamet Moore, of Social 
Research, Inc., tells of interviewing a man who had, in his 
lifetime, undergone an interesting series of changes in his food 
and drink preferences. As a lad, this man had grown up in a 
poor family of Italian origin. He was raised on blood sausages, 
pizza, spaghetti, and red wine. After completing high .school, 
he went to Minnesota and began working in logging camps, 
where—anxious to be accepted—he soon learned to prefer 
beef, beer, and beans, and he shunned “Italian” food. Later, he 
went to a Detroit industrial plant, and eventually became a 
promising young executive. This was in the days when it was 
still fairly easy for a non-college man to rise in industry. In 
Ixis executive role he found himself cultivating the favorite 
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foods and beverages of other executives: steak, whisky, and 
sea food. Ultimately, he gained acceptance in the city’s upper 
class. Now he began winning admiration from people in his 
elite social set by going back to his knowledge of Italian 
cooking, and seiwing them, with the aid ot his manservant, 
autJientic Italian treats such as blood sausage, pizza, spaghetti, 
and red wine! 

In general, conceptions about what foods best serve as 
treats bec'oine more elaborate as you go down the social scale. 
Bakeries in working-class neighborhoods sell birthday cakes 
that exhibit spectacular creations with a variety of flowers 
made of icing and a figure standing in the middle. Hors 
d’oeiivres will most likely consist of little sandwiches covered 
with a bland, green cream cheese and decorated with roses. 
I once saw an upper-class group, accustf)med to casual hors 
d'oeuvres such as peanuts, blanch when offered a tray of 
decorated sandwiches at a party. Patrons of metallic diners— 
most of the patrons are from the three lower classes—can have 
their choice of pie or cake but all will be buried in whipped 
cream. 

Tastes vary to some extent, by class, on the hard-soft scale. 
An executive of a leading bread company told me that only 
the upper classes like hard, firm bread, and that people in the 
lower classes prefer the loaves that are so soft that they seem 
to be made of sponge rubber, Whtm you go into a restaurant, 
you can typically tell wdiat kind of people patronize it just by 
glancing at the bread basket. Only restaurants catering to 
sophisticates will place hard-crust rolls in the basket. Restau¬ 
rants striving for a mass appeal will emphasize soft buns and 
soft breads. 

Finally, acceptance of strange, offbeat foods is much more 
common with the two upper classes than with the three lower 
supporting classes. The average person of the low^er group 
feels anxious in the presence of strange foods, and considers 
them fraught with danger. A Midwestern society matron 
reports her astonishment to find that her maid will not touch 
many of the very costly foods she serves the guests, such as 
venison, wild duck, pompano, caviar. Even when these are 
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all prepared, steaming and ready to eat, the maid will cook 
herself some' salt pork, turnip greens, and potatoes. They are 
the foods she knows. 

Most of us like swc^etdlavored foods, and many of us hke 
sour-tasting dishes. But a liking lor the other main flavors— 
dryness, saltiness, and bilterness—has to be developed; and 
only peoj)le interest(‘d in demonstrating their superior tastes 
will go to the bother—or have tlie curiosity—to investigate 
such items as anchovies. Foods also becenne cherished by the 
social elite as they become more expensive, rare, or diilicult 
to prepare. Social prestige derives thus from knowing the 
chfference between a burgundy and a claret, or serving cava'ar, 
abalone, or lobster. Harriet Moore stales; '‘As a person strives 
to gain entree into a more sophisticated social group, he will 
almost invariably be alert and receptive to food preferences 
and dietary habits of its members. Failure to do so may well 
mean failure to get ‘in.' " lliey learn, for example, to prefer 
to have their coffee served in demitasse cups. An acquaintance 
relates that he recently attended a supper given by socially 
elite wives lor their town’s volunteer firemen (largely drawn 
from the three supporting classes). The firemen were fasci¬ 
nated with the dinky cups placed before them by the ladies, 
but later seemed chagrined when their tiny portions of coffee 
were poured. The person striving to gain entree into a select 
social group also soon perceives that one newer asks for ginger 
ale with his whisky (a favored drink at the limited-success 
level). 

Games and pastimes. Interest in developing perfection in 
dancing skill goes down as social .status rises. If you drive 
along the lower-income stretches of Chicago’s Archer Avenue, 
you wall note large establishments, conspicuously advertised, 
devoted to teaching dancing. They promise high levels of skill 
not only in ballroom but also “toe, tap, ballet, and acrobatic” 
dancing. Working-class parents, particularly those of East or 
South European backgrounds, have been persuaded that help¬ 
ing their children acquire grace through dancing will help 
them escape to a higher class, and so is worth considerable 
financial sacrifice. On the other hand, if you look in on a 
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higher-class dance, say at a New England boarding school, 
you are stnic'k by the dancers' lackadaisical, offhand approach 
to dancing. Some, in fact, shufile lik(^ zombies. This same 
contrast has been noted in Great Britain, where millions go 
iii for dancing, or watch dancers on TV, each week, and 
where millions are taking dancing lessons. 

According to one investigator, zest there for stylish dancing 
is definitely “non-U,” or not upper class.^ The editor of the 
Ballroojn Dancing Times .states: “The quality of dancing goes 
down as yon go up the social scale. You will find much better 
dancing at the Hammersmith Palais, than at the Savoy.” (An 
additional explanation for this greater interest in dancing skill 
at the lower soc*iaI levels is that lower-class young people have 
fewer places they can go to socialize and meet the opposite 
sex.) 

The magazJne Afadcmoisellr has found, in a comparative 
study it made of the lives of women who went to college and 
those who didn’t, that college-educated women are seven 
times as likely to play golf and eight times as likely to play 
tennis as women who never went to college. On the oUier 
hand, the non-college women are more likely to go bowling, 
fi.shing, and boating. 

Others have noted that bridge playing is largely confined 
to the upper two classes, and bingo playing to the lower three 
classes. While poker playing cuts across class lines, some of 
its most passionate devotees are Negro “society” women. They 
talk about their latest game for hours over the telephone, and 
some even stake their automobiles on the turn of a card. 
Sociologist E. Franklin Frazier, in exploring this phenomenon, 
sees their obsession with poker as an attempt to escape the 
fnistrations (sexual and other) of their lives. One woman said 
that winning at poker was in some ways similar to the release 
of sexual orgasm. 

Entertainment and “culture** Although most United States 
families now have television sets somewhere in their houses, 
television was originally most enthusiastically embraced (and 
still is) by people in the lower classes. When television was 
an innovation, the percentage of class members buying a set 
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rose with every move down the social-class scale. At one stage, 
nearly three quarters of tlie members of tlie two lower-c lass 
families had television sets, while only one cpiarter ol the 
upper-class lamilies had them.’'^ One exj^lanation—taste aside 
“for the greater popularity of television with j^eople of the 
lower classes is that they are more coulined to the liouse. They 
have no country club to go to. 

A similar descending growth in popularit)^ exists in the 
pattern of attendance at motion pictures, sports events, and 
other “spectator" tyj'yes of recreation. In contrast, members 
of the two upper classes show a marked preference for active, 
creative activities such as playing tennis, visiting friends, and 
carrying on programs ol serious reachng. The upper classes 
read non-fietion as well as fiction. The lower-class rnemf^ers 
who read books at all strongly prcTer fiction. A study made a 
few years ago of readers of Harpers and Atlantic Monthly 
magazines (mostly executive and professional familiexs with 
an average yearly income of $13,150) revealed that they 
bought seventeen books a year, on an average; and half of 
them owned collections of long-playing classical recordings 
(average value of collection: $150). 

The old ('lass lines that preserved “culture" as a monopoly 
for the aristocrats, it might however be noted, have slowly 
been crumbling with the growth of literacy, democratic forms, 
and mass-production proces.scs. Opera is being marketed in 
the hinterlands, and reproductions of art ma.sterpieces are 
hanging on the walls in tens of tlamsands of AmericaTi homes. 
The result has been the emergence of “mass culture," which 
Dwight Macdonald calls “a debased foiTn of High Culture." 
Mass culture, he points out, is imposed from above: “It is 
fal>ricated by technicians hired by businessmen; its audiences 
are passive consumers, their participation limited to the choice 
between buying and not buying.” 

Fascination with culture among the two upper classes seems 
to have regional variations ba.sed on distance from a major 
cultural center such as New York, Boston, Chicago, ('>r San 
Francisco. A semi-upper-class couple living witliin fifty miles 
of New York may never go to the opera or a concert or a 
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ballet during their entire marriage and may rarely go to a play. 
In Texas or Iowa, on the f)ther hand, such a couple is likely to 
travel hundreds of miles to see a road performance of a noted 
opera, orchestra, ballet, or play. Possibly, in such an area, 
people feel a greater tliirst for culture because it is not readily 
available. Quite possibly another factor is tliat it is easier 
to achieve status in Texas or Iowa by being an opera- or 
ballet- or theater-going enthusiast than it is in New York. 

Maf^azmc reading. The editorial content of any magazine 
pretty much selects its audience. We are drawn to the maga¬ 
zines where w(' can find self-identification with the situations, 
characters, or authors presented. Soc‘ial Research, Inc., found 
this to be true in tenns of class in its study of blue-collar vs. 
white-collar wives. As I indicated in Chapter 1, it found an 
‘'invisible walk’ between the ways of life of the two groups. 
This carries over, it was found, into their selection of maga¬ 
zines. The blue-collar or Wage Town wife, who reads the 
“family behavior” magazines (sometimes called “romance” 
or “confession” magazines), very rarely reads the “womens 
service” magazines such as Good Housekeeping. 

The report by Macfadden Publications, on Social Research's 
findings, states: “You might find a story about a truck driver 
and a diner waitress in either True Story or a women's service 
magazine. But in the seiwice magazine the atmo.sphere is apt 
to be light and airy, the characters even treated as faintly 
comic. In True Story, these people are hero and hero¬ 
ine. . . .” (And the hero or heroine, if I may intnide a 
thought, is usually caught in some ghastly dilemma involving 
sexual waywardness on someone's part.) Here are examples 
found of typical contrasts in title treatment between the white- 
collar “service” magazines and the Wage Town “behavior” 
magazines: 

Service Magazines Behavior Magazines 

Young Love 

“To Catch a Man” “I Want You” 

Bigamy Problem 

“One Wife Is Enough” “Which Man Is My Husband?” 
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Eternal Triangle 

“Remember He's a Married Man” “Lovers in Hiding” 

The “behavior” magazine article typically is illustrated with 
photographs, rather than drawings, to enhance the reader’s 
feeling that this is an honest to-gosh true tale. 

Instinctive differences of behavior patterns by class will 
probably always be with us. M^atching for the differences can 
in itself be a game tliat challenges our perceptiveness. 


11 

the ftocioiofffif of sex appeal 


*‘^For nonmarital sex relations the ideal girl is a 
one-man *lay.“' blonde and fair-skinned.^ belonging 
to a socially' superior old-stock group. . • . For 
marriage, preference is for the virgin, a dark 
brunette, of Italian extraction ."’*—WILLIAM FOOTE 
WHYTE, on the preferences of corner boys in 
Coruerville, an Italiun-American slum. 

Persons in tiie upper classes tend to assume that 
sexual behavior becomes more and more promiscuous as you 
move down the social scale. They often express shock and 
disgust at the way the lower classes, wed or unwed, make love 
like “animals,” to employ a frequently used word. On the other 
hand, people in the low^er classes often express shock at what 
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they feel to be the ‘'wild/’ depraved love-making habits of the 
upper classes. 

It might b(‘ fruitful to examine what each group considers 
to be shocking in the other group’s behavior. Much of the 
general disapproval springs from the fact that people in tlie 
different social classes have distiiK‘tive courtship patterns; 
tend to marry within their own class; and develop distinctive 
patterns as far as stability, fidelity, and dominance are C'on- 
cerned after marriage. Many of the (.iiflerences that seem so 
shocking, it should be noted at the outset, develop from the 
single fact that marriage is delayed more and more as yon go 
up the class scale. Girls in the \o\vitr classes start marrying 
soon after their mid-teens, whereas girls in the two upper 
classes are usually well into their twenties before they marry. 
They are waiting for men who must complete their higher 
education and launcli them.selv(‘s in careers. The years of delay 
after both the girls and men an' physiologically ripe for mar¬ 
riage force them to develop inhibiU'd rituals of courtship that 
will still su])ply them with token gratifications. 

Let us begin by looking at the love-making practices of the 
lower classes that shock the upper classes so much. Three 
studies are of particular interest. 

August B. Hollingshead, in his study of the high-school-age 
youth of Elmtown in Illinois, concluded that at the high- 
school age the “sex mores were violated far more frequently” 
by adolescents in the two lower classes than in the upper and 
in-between classes.Girls in tlie lower classes also talked more 
openly about sex, and were believed to be more “full of sex.” 

The boys in the lower classes who had already dropped 
out of school derived much of their prestige among their 
peers from their skill in “making” girls. The boy who had not 
“made” a girl was likely to lie and say that he had, bejcause 
failure to do so made him a “pansy” with his clique mates. 
However, he was subject to severe condemnation if he fell 
into “trouble,” either by “knocking a girl up” or “getting a 
load” (venereal disease). 

As for the girls of the lower classes, many had learned to 
develop an expectation that affectionate responses to physical 
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advances were the natural and reasonable quid pro quo for 
their acceptance of material favors such as a movie, a ride, 
a gift, or candy. Many considered all this as “having some 
fun before settling down.” The girls msist that they be 
“treated as a lady,” but they interpret tliis quite broadly as 
“not being manhandled” in a muscular way by boy friends. 
A lower-class boy wlio really treats a girl as a lady, llollings- 
head pointed out, is not respected by the girls and is hooted 
at by the boys. 

The second study of pertinence is William Foote Whyte's 
on sex life of young Italian-American men in Cornenalle, a 
slum area of an Eastern city.” The young men spend a great 
deal of time in sexual exploration and most of those of high- 
school age regularly carry “safes” or condoms. Yet, although 
superficially there seems to be a great deal of laxness about 
sex })ehavior, Whyte found “an elaborate and highly de¬ 
veloped sex code.” For example, the young man is c areful to 
meet even a “good girl” on street comers for dates, rather 
than at her home, because it is assumed by all concerned that 
the moment he steps a foot inside her home he intends to 
marry her. The corner boys, furthermore, have a code of honor 
that prevents them from ending a girl's status as a virgin. 

Whyte offers tins incident related by Doc, a gang leader, 
to indicuite how deeply the taboo against deflowering virgins 
is ingrained. It involved Danny, a gambler, and Al, who was 
“a hound, after women all the time.” Doc stated: “One time 
AI and Danny went out with a girl—she said she was a virgin. 
She had one drink, and she was a little high. They were up in 
a room and they had her stripped—stripped! She still said she 
was a virgin, but she wanted them to [be mtimate]. But they 
wouldn’t do it. . . . Can you imagine that, Bill? There she 
was stripped, and they wouldn’t do anything to her. . . . The 
next day she came around and thanked both of tliem. They 
can’t be such bad fellows if they do that.” 

The most-sought girl for Comerville boys to date casually, 
from a prestige standpoint, is what they call a “one-man lay.” 
She is faitliful for the time being. Preferably she should be as 
non-Italian looking as possible. The “real McCoy” is a 
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blonde of ‘‘old Puritan stock.” Rated below the one-man lay in 
desirability are, in order, (1) liie promiscuous girb (2) the 
prostitute. 

When it comes to choosing a girl for marriage, however, 
the requirements are quite different. Now the ideal is a “good 
girl” and virgin, from a background much like his own. An 
Italian girl is desired because “she would understand iny 
ways.” Readers may wonder that there would he any virgins 
lelt in view of the male preoccupation at this level with sex. 
Actually, a majority of tlie girls are likely to remain chaste. 
Tlie fact that twenty-five young men in a neighborhood are 
promiscuous doesn’t mean there are twenty-five promiscuous 
girls. Only eight or ten girls may be promiscuous. The males 
compete for them as sex partners, but not usually as marriage 
mates. 

Finally, we have the findings of Indiana University's Insti¬ 
tute for Sex Research. In its investigations it has been, as one 
aspect of its studies, analyzing sexual behavior encountered at 
different class levels (on a ten-class scale).It has found that 
the boy destined to become a semi-skilled worker later on is 
fifteen times as likely to have intercourse by the time he 
reaches his mid-teens as the boy destined to go to college and 
become a professional or “upper white-collar” person. The 
Institute reports that in some lower-level communities it had 
been unable to find a single male who had not, by the time he 
was seventeen, had sexual relations. And, in such lower-level 
communities, the occasional boy who had not had such rela¬ 
tions proved to be either physically or mentally handicapped, 
homosexual, or a bright, ambitious lad destined to go to 
college. Premarital intercour.se for males is accepted as such 
a normal and natural occurrence at the lower social levels 
that some lower-level clergymen, according to the Institute, 
preach against profanity, smoking, drinking, gambling, and 
infidelity, but will not include premarital sex in their listing 
of sins to guard against. Even in the matter of extra-marital 
sex relations there is general, if bitter, acceptance that, al¬ 
though such activity is disapproved, boys will be boys. Whyte 
made the same point about Comerville men. 
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When we turn, however, to the behavior of the girls of the 
lower classes, quite a different morality prevails. This con¬ 
trasting morality is supported by the men who take it lor 
granted that a double standard sliould prevail. Although the 
young men at this level are almost unanimously experienced 
sexually, 41 per cent of them insist tiiat they wouldn't con¬ 
sider marrying a girl who wasn't a virgin I 

Whatever the reasons, girls in the lower educational classes 
show just about the same restraint in waiting as girls in the 
upper classt^s. The girls not going beyond high school who 
transgress the moral code are likely to start their transgressing 
earlier than the girls who go on to college. On the other hand, 
tlie girls going on to college have a much longer wait before 
many in g after the onset of puberty than the girls with grade- 
school or high-school educations. That presumably helps ac¬ 
count for the seemingly contradictory fact that, among girls 
who do not go beyond the lower-grade school, 70 per cent 
arc virgins at tlie time they marry whereas the proportion 
drops to 40 per cent for girls who go to college. The girls 
at the low^er educational levels show^ somewhat more prone- 
ncss to become pregnant before marriage; but this may 
derive from the fact that their transgressions occur while tliey 
are at a younger, more naive age. 

The upper classes, viewing much of the sexual behavior of 
the h^wer classes as morally abhonent, often consider it their 
moral duty to impose their own code, as far as possible, on 
people in the lower classes under their domination or influence. 
So let us look at tlie sexual behavior pattern of the two upper 
classes. 

Unmanied males of the upper educational and vocational 
levels certainly do show more continence than males at any 
lower level. On the other hand, they engage in many exp(^dient 
practices the lower cla.sses consider to be unnatural if not 
perverted. Two thirds of the upper-level men going to college 
masturbate, according to the In.stitute for Sex Research’s in¬ 
vestigation, while fewer than a third of the men the same age 
at the lower level do. The contrast is even more extreme in 
the matter of petting to orgasm. 
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A lower-level male may have intercourse with dozens of 
girls he casually encounters and not kiss any of them, at least 
more than superficially. In contrast, the college-level male, 
while continent as far as intercourse is concerned, engages in 
deep or tongue kissing with dozens of girls. Nearly nine tenths 
of all college men are tongue kis.sers, according to the Insti¬ 
tute, and yet many of these same men would recoil at the 
thought of sharing a common drinking glass. Lower-class 
people consider such wallowing about at the moutli as filtliy 
and imsanitary. 

Similarly, upper-level males show considerably more fasci¬ 
nation with die female s breasts, both as objects of beauty and 
as objects for manipulation during intimacies, than males from 
the lower classes. The latter tend to associate them more with 
their feeding function. 

When the upper-level people marry, their sexual behavior 
again often seems odd to people at the lower level. Perhaps 
the upper-level people just have livelier imaginations. At any 
rate, they are more experimental in their love-making: they 
make love in the nude (a thought that appalls many in the 
lower level) and they occasionally make love in die light 
(an even more appalling, indecent arrangement in the eyes of 
people of the lower level). 

While upper-level couples devise a variety of ways, before 
marriage, to handle their impulses short of coitus, there is 
some evidence diat after marriage they feel less urgent con¬ 
cern about the sexual side of their union than lower-level 
couples do. Certainly the husbands are less demanding. Many 
have restrained themselves so long—more than a decade after 
puberty—that they are far less likely than lower-level males 
to be sexually unfaithful after marriage. Not only are they 
inhibited sexually, but they wouldn't know how to go about 
plotting and carrying through a seduction. 

Furdiermore, there is evidence that a sizable proportion of 
men who have gone to college are relatively unaggressive as 
partners and love-makers. 

Robert F. Winch, sociologist at Northwestern University, 
directed an exhaustive psychodynamic exploration of twenty- 
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five college men and their recent brides. He found most of the 
couples felt that sex was not so very important in their mar¬ 
riage relationship. Both partners seemed to like tli(i idea that 
their spouse was not more demanding sexually. 

Most of the men Winch studied showed some uneasiness 
about the fact that they were not more aggressive in their gen¬ 
eral approach to life. Winch concluded from an analysis of 
their life histories that a number of the men had been reared 
by a “castrating” mother who frightened them out of their 
aggressiveness and made them “o\ er-controlled,” passive 
adults. 

Winch was so impressed with the evid(*nce of male pa.ssive- 
ness—in his intensive study and from more general studies— 
that he suggested the “Thurbenian” marriage may be one of 
the commonest types of marriage among modern college- 
educated people from middle-class backgrounds. In these 
marriages, he noted, the brides tend to be active, pleasantly 
directive girls who need passive young men whom they can 
nurture and control. (He suggests that mate selection is to a 
large extent the search for a person who can supply our com- 
plementaiy needs. 

If we drop to the limited-success or lower-middle-class level 
(usually non-college), we still find a wide prevalence of wives 
who take charge of their marriage relationship. Hollingshead 
found that such Elmtown wives t^y>ically exert tlie deciding 
influence in all matters affecting home, children, and social 
life. 

Two different investigators of radio’s soap operas (which 
appeal very largely to limited-success women) have been im¬ 
pressed by tlie fact that the males depicted tend to be weak 
characters. 

One psychology expert, a European refugee, who spent 
many months listening to soap operas as a part of his work, 
confessed the experience depressed him so much he almost 
began wishing that Hitler had got him. Typically, he found 
the soap opera built around a female Fuehrer who manages 
tlie iiffairs of the rest of the characters, who tend to be spine¬ 
less men and sexless, glorified women. 



The Sociology of Sex Appeal • 141 


Social Research, Inc., in its analysis of the ‘‘invisible wall” 
between white-collar and blue-collar wives living in the same 
neighborhood, placed considerable stress on this matter of 
dominance. The white-collar wives, it found, tended to look 
upon their husbands as ratlier easilv handled and well house- 
broken as far as being “family-oriented” is concerned. On the 
other hand, it found that the blue-collar wives of Wage Town 
see “all men—whether luisbaiid or men in general—as more 
poweifnl figures: dominant, independent, sexually active and 
demanding, and, over all, as actually more mature tlian 
women. 

And the women, when married, are much more active sex¬ 
ually than the white-collar wife. The young blue-collar wife, 
even alter marriage, may still have adolescent love fantasies. 

One possible explanation for this tendency of working-t'lass 
wives to see men as powerful is that workingmen’s wives in¬ 
clude more foreign born than the gtmcral population. They 
came from eo\intries such as Italy, Poland, and Puerto Rico 
where husbands of most classes still want it to be known they 
are the bosses of the family. 

It has long struck me as intriguing that motorcycling as a 
boy-girl pastime has not caught on in America as it has in 
Europe. In America, only women of the lower classes take 
Sunday excursions on motorcycles with their husbands or boy 
friends. In Europe, couples from the more successful and pros¬ 
perous classes go in for this extensively. Even celebrated play¬ 
boys take their girl friends for rides. One explanation, of 
course, is that automobiles are more prevalent in the United 
States than in Europe and offer a more luxurious, dignified 
ride. But another explanation, I suspect, is tliat American 
women above the working class would resist assuming the 
dependent position necessary for a motorcycle outing. The 
woman sits behind the man, who is masterfully guiding the 
cycle with both hands while .she clings to his waist. 

When people of different class levels marry, they face a con¬ 
siderable problem in adjicsting them.selves to a mutually agree¬ 
able mode of expressing love for each other. And that is just 
one area where there are deep differences between the social 
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classes. Two social scientists of the University of Chicago, 
Julius Roth and Robert F. Peck, who have investigated tlie 
problem of cross-class adjustment in marriage, foimd the dif¬ 
ferences “deep enough to make it relatively hard for two 
people of dilferent classes to live togetlaa- happily as man and 
wile.” To illustrate, they cited the adjustment problems of an 
upper-level man dedicateKl to accumulating an estate for the 
future marrying a lower-level girl who has always been taught 
to believe that money is meant to be spent, and as (juickly as 
possible. Similarly, a man in the limited-success class, wdio 
typically lias fiiin ideas on the proper rearing of children, may 
find himself Ireciuently exa.speratetl by a wife from a lower 
class who is likely to take an indulgent, easy-does-it attitude 
toward child rearing. Becau.se of such diffic ulties, these twa) 
investigators found, “cross-class marriages . . . are a poorer 
risk them same-class marriages.” Low happiness scores, they 
added, are particularly common in CTOss-cdass marriages in 
which the wife is conspicuou.sly suj^erior to the husband in 
education. 

Here are the findings of Roth and Pe(?k on the prospects of 
a ‘‘good” marriage adjustment lor couples, based on social 
classes from which eac*h sj^ou.se cmned’ 

“Cooci” 


Both from same class 53.5% 

Spouses 1 class apart 35 % 

ffusband fre^m higher class than wife 35.3% 
Wife from higher cla.ss than hu.sband 27.7% 
Spouses more than 1 cla.ss apart 14.3% 


Girls and men from opposite sides of the railroad track do 
fall in love and many, and some adjust very .successfully. 
Pretty daughters c;f miners marry millionaires, and the piiblic 
rejoices. Most, however, suffer the frustration of the fictional 
Kitty Foyle, who found the ordeal of adjirsting to her man's 
wealthy, sedate oh-so-well-bred family exasperating beyond 
her enduranc'e. 

For better or worse, such cross-class marriages are uncom¬ 
mon in America. A college girl is six times as likely to marry 
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a college man as a non-cojlcge girl. Even dating across more 
than one class line is likely to create c(nnmcut. Hollingshead 
tells ihe j:)oignant fate of Joan Meyers who belonged to an elite 
girls’ club, called Ch)d We’re Good, in Elmtovvn, where 96 per 
cent of all dates were with youths of the same or adjacent 
classes. Joan accepted a date with Melvin Swigart, a Class IV 
(or, roughly, working class) boy. At the dance, her club mem¬ 
bers shunned her conspicuously. She “sinned a second time” 
a few days later by going for a ride during noon hour in 
Melvin’s jalopy. A week later, a club mc'inber was asked about 
Joan and she said, “We do iK)t have anything to do with her 
7U)w! There’s a w'all there. ” 

In dating, the crossing of class lines is condoned, tvihcally, 
only when the boy dates down, not the girl. Jainc'S West found, 
in his Plainville, that it was inconceivable for an upper-class 
girl to date a lower-class boy. In marriage, too, the girl is far 
more likely to do the advancing socially, if any class linos arc 
crossed, than the man. 

SocMologist Richard Centers made a study of marriage pair¬ 
ings by seven occupational classes (executive, professional, 
small business, white-collar, skilled manual, semi-skillc'd, un¬ 
skilled).'^ At every level, girls married a higher percentage of 
men from the same level as their fathers than from a higher or 
lower level. Significantly, however, the girls in the lower 
cdasscs were much more successful in marrying uj)ward than 
men. Of the men in the three lower or manual classes, only 
1 in 33 managed to marry a girl whose father was an executive 
or professional. In contrast, 1 in 4 of the girls made such a 
marriage. The comely daughter is still an asset to be prized 
by the lower-level family that finds most other routes to social 
advancement blocked. 

Our dating and marrying is even more clcaily compart¬ 
mentalized by the vertical .stratifications of religion, national 
background, and, of course, race. W. Lloyd Warner relates the 
case of a lovely, gracious, brilliant Polish Catholic girl attend¬ 
ing Jonesville High School. A popular high-school boy was 
trying to explain why he had never dated her, or ev^en thought 
of dating her. He spoke of an “invisible barrier” between them. 
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He said that if he didn’t know she was Polish he undoubtedly 
would regard her as beautiful. Frankly, he said, he wished he 
could be above such attitudc^s; but if you tiy to be, other 
people think you re “peculiar.”^ 

In some American cities, the oveiwhelming majority of mar¬ 
riages take place within the boundaries ol religion or national 
background. Two studit's of marriages in New Haven, Con- 
iiedicut, (‘inphasize this,^‘ One sliowed that 91 per cent of all 
white marriages were within the same religious group. An¬ 
other showed that two thirds of the marriages took place 
witliin the same national-background group. 

Nationals who intermany tend to do so within the boun¬ 
daries of religion. Ihotestants with British. Gemian, or 
Scandinavian backgrounds intermarry; Catholics from Ireland, 
Italy, and Poland form another intermariying group; and Jews 
of whatever background marry almost completely among 
themselves.In recent decades, the Irish-Catholics in New 
Haven have been marr}ang more and more Italian-Catholics, 
because the prestige of Italians in New Haven has been rising 
rapidly. In some other Connecticut cities, however, the Irish 
liave tended to remain aloof. 

Intennarriage rates between Catholics and non-Catholics 
have been considerably higher in cities less conspicuously 
ethnic than New Haven. In a city such as Raleigh, North 
Carolina, where barely 2 per cent of the population are 
Catholic, three quarters of all Catholics enter into mixed 
marriages. On the other hand, in a city such as Santa Fe, 
where the majority of people are Catholic, less than 10 per 
cent of the Catholics enter into mixed marriages. 

Barriers in the form of inten.se public disapproval prevent 
all but a very few whites and Negroes from establishing rela¬ 
tions of courtship and marriage. Casual S€*xual relations, how¬ 
ever, are quite a different matter. Here the barriers work in 
some compk^x and peculiar ways. 

Sexual barriers affect only half the adult Southerners in a 
mandatojy' way. White women and Negro men are sternly 
prevented from amatory pursuits across the caste line. White 
men and Negro women know that the taboo does not apply, 
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at least strictly, to them. In 1958, newspapers featured a 
story from North Carolina that, in one paper, was entitled: 
“Negro Boy Jailed for Kissing White Girl." It is most unlikely 
that a white boy would be jailed for kissing a Negro girl, or 
vice versa. 

Some years ago, Yale's social psychologist John Dollard 
explored these barriers while studying in depth Southern 
Town. Officially, Dollard found, it was only the no-good poor 
white or “red-neck" males who w^ent prowling with sex in 
mind in the Negro section of Southern Towai after dark. Dol¬ 
lard heard from inlormants of both races, however, that some 
of tlic highest-class males in town had consorted with Negro 
women, and that a great many of the local white boys began 
their sexual experience witli Negro girls. 

One w4iite woman, wKo believed that most white men in tlie 
town “had to do" with Negro girls, told Dollard of one of her 
own unforgettable courtship exp^aienees. She was in love with 
a white boy and gave him a very wanri farewarll kiss. An older 
woman observing this achnonished her afterwaird never again 
to kiss a boy so warmly. She said such a kiss might inspire 
him to go to “nigger town" afterw^ard. 

That incident illuminates the dual attitude many Southern 
white men have toward women. They have idealized the 
Southern white women to the point wKere many come to 
regard them as untouchable. At least this was so at the time 
of Dollard's researches. Negro girls, then, become the lightning 
rods for their unsublimated sexual feelings; and in their 
fantasies the white men often picture the Negro women as 
seduetresses who live for the moment of sexual expression. 
Needless to say, many Negro WH)men, particularly the educated 
ones, dee]:)ly resent this concept and have had to learn to be 
forthright with amorous white males who have come to 
believe their own fantasies. 

With tlie recent economic upheaval and the great move¬ 
ment of population into, and out of, the South, Southern men 
appear to be moving toward the American norm in their 
attitude toward women. They seem to be breaking away some¬ 
what from tlie tradition that the white girl must be placed 
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on a pedestal and left there to be admired from a distance 
until tlie veil of marriage is lifted. 

Relations between the sexes at all levels and in all areas 
have distinctive characteristics that deserve our sympathetic 
interest. These distinctive patterns are not the result of whim 
or “ualdness” hut of fairly fundamental facts in the people's 
lives. Professional people who seek to guide or regulate rela¬ 
tions between the sexes, in particular, I feel, would be well 
advised to act only after achieving a breadtli of understanding 
of our mores. 


12 

who can be a friend? 


**And if I am observed talkinf' to him will it make 
me seem to belong or not to belong ?*^—LIONEL 
TRILLING. 

The people who ask us back to dinner are almost al- 
ways those who regard us as approximate equals in social 
prestige. I m referring here to tlie social evenings that are 
rehixed and spontaneous. For better or worse, most people feel 
more at ease with tlieir own kind. An early sociologist, F. H. 
Giddings, developed a concept to explain this, which has be¬ 
come known as “consciousness of kind.” Certainly it is true 
tliat many people find that trying to socialize across class bar¬ 
riers can be a strain, because ingrained habits, outlooks, tastes, 
and interest, especially if they are people of low curiosity, 
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typically differ by class. Sociologist Joseph A. Kahl has stated 
that the fellow who owns a yacht is likely to think he cannot 
have much fun with a townsman who owns a rowboat. When 
people find tfiemselves in a cross-class social situation, they 
are likely to put on tlieir best behavior and strain to make 
pleasant conversation. 

Furtliemiore, most of us confine our socializing to members 
of our own social class because we feel that status is attached 
to the act of socializing. What will people think if we are seen 
at so-and-so’s house? People a notch higher than we are, so¬ 
cially, may hesitate to come to our house, despite all our 
charming qualities, becau.se someone might interpret this as 
meaning they had slipped down to our social class. Thus it is 
that we usually end up confining our socializing to our own 
kind of people. 

In Hollingshead’s Elmtown, an informant, Mrs. Daniels, 
told about her neighbors, tlie Joseph Stones, whose lioine 
backed up to her own. The Stones, she said, “are above us 
socially” in a clique knowai as The Little Eight. She said, “We 
talk back and forth as neighbors in the yard,” and she added 
tliat Mrs. Stone had invited her for some afternoon bridge, 
but then she remarked, “Mr. Daniels and I have never been 
invited to any of their parties, and we never invite them here.” 
Another family in the neighborhood was the Hewitts, who 
belonged to a still higher social clique. The Big Eight. The 
Hewitts, she felt, were downright snooty. “We have been 
neighbors for seven years, but she has never asked me to one 
of her parties, and she has them all the time.” 

Actually, Elmtown is an old-fashioned community, where 
people of the different classes do at least see each other around 
the neighborhood. Even this is becoming unlikely in the newer, 
stratified development-type communities. There, we see only 
people whose husbands make an income close to our own— 
within a quite narrow band, say $6,500 to $8,250. Such a 
family rarely sees the family of a factory worker, an industrial¬ 
ist, or even a schoolteacher. 

The people we are willing to declare are our “friends” per¬ 
sistently come from our own social stratum. Some years ago, 
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a fund-raising campaign in Boston ran aground because of this 
fact. The womens auxiliary of the Boston Symphony Or- 
chestia conceived the idea of using a chain letter to raise 
money. Each woman in the auxiliary was supposed to write a 
letter to ten “friends.’' It was assumed that, in no time at all, 
such a chain letter would swirl over Boston and produce a 
windfall of dollars. Unfortunately, tliat didn’t happen at all. 
The women in the auxiliaiy were all upper-class women, and 
the chain letters to “friends” never got out of the relatively 
small upper class, and down into the city’s otlicr classes. 

At the bottom of the scale, much the same situation prevails 
regarding friends. The majority’ of textile workers in Paterson, 
New Jersey, reported tliat they had no friends in iuiy social 
class but their own. 

Perhaps the most illuminating .study of friendship patterns 
is that conducted by Bevode McCall in a study of the social 
structure of his Georgia Town.^ He concluded: “The way 
people choose their friends is a part of the functioning of social 
class.” In his Georgia Town, at le;\st, few mutual friendships 
crossed tlie lines of the classes he found there. McCall asked 
more than 2,000 persons to name their “three best friends.” 
Many people named one of two bank presidents as their best 
friend. A druggist and an eighty-year-old lady also were 
named as “Iiest friend” by many people. With the exception 
of the very bottom class, the people in each class named as 
“best friends” more people in their own class tlian in any 
other. 

Altogetlier, McCall had 5,200 choices listed for “three best 
friends.” He sorted out all the ca.ses where a “best friend” was 
named across a class line. Then he checked the list of the 
persons named to see if the feeling was mutual. (Often it was 
not.) He found only 140 cases out of the 5,200 where tliere 
was a mutual choice across class line.s--or less than 3 per cent! 

The stratification of our socializing patterns is seen most 
vividly in situations that parallel the company town. I have 
in mind those socializing systems confined to employees of 
one company, or to people of a military base, a university 
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campus, or a one-industry town such as Hollywood. Let us 
look at exampkis of the four in order. 

Companxj entertaining. Management oflScials of a company, 
living in the same area, will almost always devote most of their 
home enteitmning to one another. Partly, perhaps, this is “con- 
sc iousness of kind*' at work. Partly it results from a deliberate 
encouragement by management of off-hour socializing to pro¬ 
mote, it hopes, team spirit. Also, it reflects an anxiety on the 
part of the officials to keep an eye on one another even diuing 
off hours. And much of it is a reflection of ambition. One ac¬ 
count of Neil M(‘Elroy*s rise up through the echelons of 
Procter & Oamble states that he and lus wife, both ambitious 
for higher tilings, ‘‘limited their entertaining primarily to 
important P & G people. . . 

The Wall Street Journal, in a study of executive entertain¬ 
ing, noted that men are quick to deny they have fallen into 
any corporate mold or “just live for tl)e company.” One young 
sales executive, who made that prote.station, stated a few 
minutes later, however: “My wife and I decided a long time 
ago not to waste too much of our leisure time with casual 
entertaining. When we have people out to the house, it has 
to be those who may be important to me as contacts.” 

Some companies not only encourage home entertaining 
within their ranks, but have some pretty explicit rules on how 
it must be done. The Wall Street Journal quoted the wife of a 
middle-management executive of a great chemical concern as 
griping: “I know of at least four couples who have left our 
company recently because of the unwritten rules of protocxil 
that must be observed when tmtertaining company officials. 
We can never entertain anyone higher or lower in rank than 
my husband; when the husband of a friendly couple receives 
a promotion, then we can no longer socialize; except for 
formal open houses, or yearly cocktail parties, higher officials 
never entertain anyone below them.” 

The vice-president of a sizable company in a small western 
Pennsylvanian town told me of an awkward social problem he 
had. He brought in, from the “field,” a promising man of Hun¬ 
garian extraction to head up a sales department under him. 
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The man persisted in asking the vice-president and his wife 
to his house for dinner. Each time the vice-president and his 
wife begged oH, pleading other engagements. The president, 
similarly invited, also declined. After three months, although 
he was perfonning brilliantly at his job, the new subordinate 
grumbled to associates that tlie local “society'’ situation was 
too sticky for him and quit. 

Recently, Naiion’s Btisitn ss carried an article, “Friend.ship 
Can Ruin Your Busine.ss,' by a business writer who cautioned 
executives to keep a shaip eye on fraternization patterns ch'vc^l- 
oping around the office to prevent fraternization from becom¬ 
ing “excessive.” He cited positive values such as “group 
spirit,” but his concluding paragraph pointed out that pre¬ 
cautionary watchfulness “will prevent an up-and-coming 
manager from carrying ari^und his neck a millstone of personal 
cominitnumts, loyalties and friendships . . and help him 
perform his job better. 

Below the management level of companies, you find some¬ 
what similar stratification in emtertaininent. Although mem¬ 
bers of the white-collar force may work only a few yards from 
blue-collar workers, they almost never intermingle vith them, 
either on or off the jobs. As for the bku'-collar workers, they 
apparently just want to get home. They rarely invite their col¬ 
leagues to come to their houses for supper; and most of them 
wouldn’t dream of asking their foreman to their houst's. It is 
not that they would be afraid to. The idea simply would not 
occur to them. 

Militan/ towns. Officers in the regular services, of course, 
are accustomed to putting the business of behaving according 
to one’s rank openly and precisely on the line. They aren’t in¬ 
hibited by the requirement imposed on corj'iorate officers to 
maintain, ostensibly, democratic fonns. Actually, there is quite 
a bit of unofficial intermingling at the casual level across the 
lines of rank. In any social event of consecjuence, how^ever, the 
lines are drawn finnly by rank; and seating is bv date of rank. 
An invitation that comes from a higher-ranking officer, or his 
wife, has the force of a command. And, if it is a large affair 
where botli tea and coffee are to be poured, the officer’s wife 
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invited to pour the coffee must outrank the wife invited to 
pour tea. This, apparently, derives from England, where coffee 
is regardcid as a higher-status symbol than tea. 

A perceptive young wife, who has just completed a tour of 
several years' duty as an Air Force lieutenant's wife, relates 
that as an Air Force wife she had to forget her ideas about 
democratic sociability. And the Air Force social pattern is not 
as ligid as that of the older services. She and her husband 
dutilully attended an orientation course during which they 
were warned of the dangers of familiarity witli men of lower 
rank—or the men's wives. 

While stationed in Enid, Oklahoma, this couple lived next 
dooi to a sergeant and his wife. They talked affably across the 
few feet of yard many huncheds of times—but never did they 
have supper together or play cards together. The wife ex¬ 
plains, “Between enlisted men’s families and officers’ families 
there is no social passing. You do not invite tfiem to your 
house and you do not go socially to tlieirs.” 

Whenever the base commander gave a party or reception, 
she added, attendance was mandatory. Eveiy officer was re¬ 
quired to leave his calling card (as proof of attendance). If 
tlie couple neglected to attend, the husband had to fill out an 
RBI (reply by endorsement) and tliat went into his permanent 
record. 

My informant has concluded that wives of superior officers 
are more likely to “wear their rank” than the husbands. The 
line at the commissary always gave way when the colonel’s 
wife appeared. My informant relates that, imfortunately for 
her, she and the colonel’s wife became pregnant at approx¬ 
imately the same time. As the delivery dates approached, she 
found that her appointments to see a base doctor—which 
always involved an exhausting wait in line—fell on the same 
day as tho.se of the colonel's wife. The colonel’s wife asserted 
her prerogatives and was always ushered directly into an inner 
office whenever she appeared. My informant waited an aver¬ 
age of two hours each visit. The colonel’s wife never spent 
more than fifteen minutes at the clinic. 

University towns. For all their broad-mindedness, college 
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professors are almost as careful about observing rank in social 
matters as the most anxious corporate executive'. The'v liave; 
their own tight hieiarchical structure lor socializing, especially 
if the college dominates the community. Associate professors, 
on many campuses, are people who still haven’t arrived; as- 
sistant professors are a big step furtlier aw'a\' from arriving; 
and teaching fellowcs at the bottom of the sc'alc have no 
status at all. They might as well be janitors. A man who went 
to the University of Michigan, at Ann Arbor, from the Wi'st 
Coast, as a full professor, exprcsseil pleasaiit surprise to an 
associate professor in the same de[’)artment at the speed with 
wdiich he and his family had been accepted socially in the 
community. He attributed it to the' community’s democratic 
spirit. The associate professor sourly suggested it w as more 
likely due to the fact that he came with the rank of full 
professor. 

A former faculty member, who served as an asscK'iate pro¬ 
fessor at Michigan for some years, told me he made several 
ovcM*tures to seek membership in a “discussion and drinking” 
faculty club on the campus. More than two hundred faculty 
members belong. He kept receiving evasive responses to his 
overtures. Finally, a friend, a full professor, advised him: “You 
need to be a full profe.ssor, or tlie equivalent in status, to 
belong.” 

Even the full professor has his social limitations. He would 
not invite a dean to his house socially, or the president or the 
vice-president. However, he might invite a department head 
if it was a large affair. At larger, more official, parties, where 
a dean is the top ranking guest invited, hc' cu’ she will be care¬ 
ful to be the last to arrive and the first to leave. That situation 
prevails at Michigan. Some time ago, wdiile visiting Penn State 
University, I found myself being escorted to a party bv a 
dean. I mentioned to him, good-humoredly, that at Michigan 
deans w^ere expected to arrive la.st and leave first. He laughed, 
and said they didn't believe in that sort of fancy protocol at 
Penn State. He w^ent on to say, however, that at some c'olleges 
where he had serwed they had simply frightful rules of 
etiquette regulating social intermingling. When we arrived at 
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the party, I noted that the party was in full progress. I noted, 
fui'ther, that no guest arrived after we did. We had been at 
the party for what seemed a short time when the dean came 
up to me and said he was ready to leave any time I was. 
There were about sixty people there. We were the first to 
leave. 

Students, too, at the universities are evidently showing keen 
interest in being seen only with the right people. Parade maga¬ 
zine quotes one of the biggest men on campus at Iowa State 
University as stating: “You hav^e to be careful not to associate 
with the wrong clan of people, an introvert grouj) that isn't 
socially ac(*eptable, guys who dress in the fashion of ten years 
ago, bine serge suits and loud ties. These people are just not 
accejited. And if you associate with them, you're not accepted 
either.” This man, who was on tlie Student Council, said he 
aspired after college to go to work for a large coiq>oration. As 
for the secret of his succe.ss in becoming a campus leader: 
“You’ve always got to be in there pitching and smiling.” 

Hollywood, My informant here is a high-ranking, creative 
artist who has been in Hollywood more than twenty years, and 
has attended “hundreds” of Hollywood parties. “Hollv^^vood is 
the most class-conscious place in the world, and getting 
worse,” he said. “It’s brutal.” Suiiirisingly, to me, it is not 
the stars who tlirow their rank around. They tend, he said, to 
be rather naively democratic. He called them “jay walkers.” 
Rather, it is the movie makers (producers, writers, technicians, 
and staff people, etc.) who draw the lines. A $120-a-week 
secretary would not think of associating with a $70-a-week 
one. “A $l,000-a-week writer will not as.sociate with a 
$2,000-a-weck writer,” he said. “If they associated when they 
both made $1,000, they stop associating. The man being 
promoted in income may associate once or twice after the 
promotion with his old $1,000 friend—he doesn’t want to seem 
an utter heel—but no more.” All CTcative artists, such as com¬ 
posers and writers, who are permitted to work at home, are 
automatically of higher status than those who are expected to 
report in regularly at studios. 

Anyone giving a party in Hollywood, he said, draws tlie 
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guests from his social level. He* in(li(\atecl four of the major 
levels by listing the kind of people you inevitably see at the 
parties of each of the four levels: 

First k‘vel; “Your party here will be made up of directors, 
producers, a couple of stars (probably of j)re-1940 vintage), a 
famous columnist, perhaps the wile of a famous writer, now 
dead. You will never find a cameraman, important as he is, 
at this level, nor a set designer unless he is awfully famous, 
brought in especially for a film from New York.” 

Second leved; “Most of the composers, writers, top camera¬ 
men, set designers. Fm at this level. I’ve been to hundreds of 
parties and I’ve never seen a cutter, even though he makes 
more money than manv of us, and can be terriblv important- 
some say the most important—in making or breaking a picture. 
He’s not ‘creative.’ ” 

Tliird level: “The cutters, top electricians who handle the 
lights, skilled technicians of all kinds, the ‘effects’ men who 
make the miniatures. When the Oscars are handed out each 
year, these eflects men are the two little guys who nm up 
early in the evening, when no one is paying any attention, to 
get their prize.” 

Fourth le\'el: “The lower levels of prop men, the higher 
level of secretaries, etc.” 

As with the faculty people of universities, the Hollywood 
motion-picture people, from top to bottom, socialized almost 
exclusively within their own fantasy-building world. The out¬ 
side butc'her, brakeman, and cancllestick manufacturer may 
pass them every day, but are seen only as blurred figures. 

To return to the over-all view, ideas about what constitutes 
a good party vary from class to class. At the upper-class level, 
the cliques tend to prefer a good deal of relaxed informality, 
with the emphasis on sociability^ laced with whisky rather 
than .show. Food typically is offered casually. There may be 
amiable and fairly open flirting, and talking. Weaving figures 
may offer toasts. Other parties at this level are carried on with 
quiet decorum. It depends cm the personalities. Publicity, in 
the newspapers, in either case is not sought. It is considered 
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a sign of social weakness to seek publicity. The people having 
lh(‘ party at tlie upper level usually aren't trying to prove 
anything. 

At tile serni-ujiper-class level, members of the clicpies fre¬ 
quently are trying to prove something, and it shows. More 
thouglit and effort go into decorations and food jnepajation. 
Allison Davis and Burleigh B. and Mary R. Gardner, describ¬ 
ing party life in a Southern town they studied, noted that, at 
the upper-middle-class level (as they call it), there was a great 
deal of wing to serve the most unusual delicacies, and a great 
d(nd ol j:)reoc‘cupation with decoration and display of status 
symbols.'^ There is less emphasis on drinking or flirting. There 
may be card playing, or some cultural treat such as a Tchaikov¬ 
sky rec'ording just acquired. The hostess will often see to it 
that iK'ws about her party will somehow reach the attention 
of thc' local society editor. 

Clique parties in homes of the still lower limited-success 
class are likely to be even more decorous, if less ostentatious. 
These are the people who show^ the greatest fondness for 
church suppers, and when they have parties at Uicir homes 
prefer the same type of festivity. Frequently, at least in smaller 
communities such as Elmtowm, each couple will bring a dish. 
They call it “potluck,’" but when the hostess gets around to 
writing her piece for the local paper, as she is very likely to 
do, it will become a ‘‘covered dish party.” 

At the working-c'lass level, most of the socializing is done 
with siblings, siblings-in-law, or very near neighbors, and is 
quite random. The parties are often spur-of-the-moment 
affairs. In fact, the clique, as we’ve known it in the above 
classes, a pack of people running together, virtually disappears 
at the wwking-class level. A study of fifty working-class 
couples in the New Haven area disclosed that only two out 
of the fifty couples belonged to a clique of non-relatives wBo 
took turns giving parties. And twm fifths of these working-class 
couples confined their intimate friendships entirely to kinfolk. 
At this level we see, too, the beginning of a tendency of the 
sexes to split up in their socializing. The women have their 
auxiliaries and their “hen” circles. The men get away from 
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tlieir wives by chatting or drinking with male friends and 
relatives. 

The real-lower-class people depend even more than the 
working class on relatives for companionship. Their idea of 
festivity is to idle on Main Street Saturday nights, chatting 
with people thev know, or to c-ongregate in the taverns. In any 
case, the tendency for the sexes to split up in their chatting 
becomes even more marked. 

One interesting way people reveal their class status in a 
simple act of socializing is the way that two married couples, 
on their way to a festivity, get into an automobile. If they are 
from one of the two lower classes, the men will climb into the 
front seat together and the women in the back. If they are from 
the limited-success c'la.ss, where respectable behavior is cher¬ 
ished, each man will typically get in beside his wife. If they 
are from one of the two top classes, each husband will most 
likely, with a show of gallantry, get in with the other man’s 
wife. 

We shall explore in the following chapter the more 
organized aspects of sociahzing. 



clubttm and blaehballs 


‘^''The private club is heconiing the businessman's 
castle. ... It seisms convenient, somehow fittinfi. 
to come to irnpttrtant decisiowts within the exclusive 
club.'^ - Husiness W eek. 

With tjie rise of national opulence permitting pli^mb- 
crs to drive linjoiisiiies and loot doctors to buy mansions, tlie 
private club lias look('d more and more attractive to status- 
minded people as a place to draw linc;s. In the private club, 
you can sit, as in a fortress, in judgment of pretender-appli¬ 
cants. They can pound the wall in vain if you have your 
blackball and a good, sound membership committee in front 
of you to do the preliminary screening. 

One thing you’ll want to see from an applicant is the list 
of his other clubs. Has he achieved membership in clubs of 
comparable prestige? Lacking that, has he seiwed time (or 
better still, did his father serve time) in one of the proper 
waiting-room clubs? Every city has its elite clubs and its 
waiting-room clubs. In fact, there is usually a well-understood 
hierarchy of clubs. Among the men's city clubs of New York 
and Philadelphia, you have at the pinnacles of prestige the 
Knickerbocker Club in New York (favored by several Rocke¬ 
feller brothers, etc.) and the Philadelphia Club in Philadelphia. 
Just slightly below them in prestige are the Union Club (New 
York) and the Rittenhouse Club (Philadelphia). Below them, 
in both cities, are the waiting-room Union League and Uni- 
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versity (’liibs; and at a level below these, at least in these two 
cities, are the Athletic Clubs, And below these are many others 
of vaiying prestige. An informed clubman can, by a glance at 
any applicant’s list of clubs, place him just as surely as he 
could by reading a long biography of the man that included 
his present position and income. 

A man of unsurpas.sed prestige, however, does not confine 
himself to the most elite club. He is likely to continue holding 
meml^ership in the better clubs of somewhat lesser status. This 
ejjables him to become a ‘'status-lender,” to use a phrase 
coined by sociologists. By lending his status to the slightly 
lesser club, the man has the quiet satisfaction of having in 
his debt—and exercising domimon over—some really nice chaps 
who simply need to mature a little. And it all helps promote 
a sense of orderliness in an otherwise uncertain world. 

While J was exploring llie elite structure of Noitheast City, 
I talked with two dozen busine.ss and social leaders who were 
described to me as the “real powers” of the city. Most of them 
talked with considerable pride about their clubs. And they 
were in substantial agreement on tlie ]>restige meaning of each 
club. The “real aristocracy” of the city’s business and social 
life belongs to two chibs, the Pioneer’s Club (city) and the 
Gentry Club (country). Mo.st of the curremt aristocrats or their 
families belonged to waiting-room clubs during their rise 
to power, and may or may not continue membership in them, 
along with their membership in the elite clubs, depending on 
their inclination to be .status-lenders. The lowest-prestige bank 
president I saw (a newcomer in the smallest major bank) had 
just been accepted finally for membership in the Pioneer’s 
Club, and in talking with me he said he “used” to belong to 
the lesser-status University Club. Evidently he still felt so 
prec^arious in his new role that he feared to remain in the 
University Club, which is well recognized in Northeast City 
as a waiting-room club. Another city club generally recognized 
as a waiting room is the Downtown Club. 

One of the city’s leading brokers, Mr. Dunlap, gave this 
appraisal of the prestige meaning of the several country clubs 
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ringing the city, and other informants gave a substantially 
identical rank order: 

“I’he high(\st socially is the Geritrv^ Club. It looks sort of 
sliabby and moss-covered, but the members like it that way. 
Everyone win.) is a climber strives to get into Gentry, Failing 
that, they try to get into the Nh)hawk Club, which also isn t 
much to look at, but it has the comers of the business world, 
iTunu' really high-grade peo})le. 'J’he third is Grandview Manor 
(dub. This might lool you bt'cause it has the best golf course- 
national tournaments are lield here—it has the biggest elub- 
liouse and it has a big swimming pool. Grandview has to have 
a lot of members to keep it out ol the red. It is fine physically, 
but still lacks the j'>restige of the other tv\a). t^ourth would be 
Apple Creek Cdub. Now we’re getting down into the middle 
class. It is a nice enough place. iMfth is the Rolling Hills Club. 
It is a good place to belong if you’re a salesman or a plumbing 
contractor. Sixth is the Oak Falls Club. This used to be nice. 
Mostly ItaliaTi today. Anvbody can get in. Seventh, the Wind¬ 
ing Acres Club. Actually this isn’t seventh. 1 just don’t know 
where to place it. Anyhow, it has the higher-level Jews, many 
veiw fine people.” 

The elite individuals I consulted were quick to deny that 
there was any significant relationship between club member¬ 
ship and their success in business. The clubs, they said, were 
“just social.” And most of them saw no handicap to Jewish 
businessmen, who are barred from most of the leading city 
and country clubs of the area. The Jews, they kept saying, 
have their own country club. The main city club accepting 
Jews, the Downtown Club, is considered more “business” than 
“social.” In other remarks, however, these people revealed that 
their club memberships did make important contributions to 
their business effectiveness. Mr. Thompson, one of the city’s 
leading bankers (he is also on the board of one of the larger 
corporations), said, “An active banker belongs to every 
damned c‘lub in town. It is part of the game.” 

A second bank president, Mr. Hall, said, “We pay the dues 
of any bank officer who belongs to a good club, and uses it 
for business.” A third banker, Mr. Parsons, said, “Our officers 
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aie encouraged to be active in clubs where they can have 
(contact with leaders of the coiumunity/’ Mr. Parsons listed 
tlie club affiliations of each officer of his bank, and it was 
clear tliat, as he went down the list of officers, the prestige of 
the clubs they were permitted to join declined. He and his 
exec'utive vice-president belonged, of course, to the two elite 
clubs (Pioneers and Gentry) as well as tlie yacht club. But 
none of the other officers belonged to the two elite clubs. The 
chief loim officer belonged to Grandview Manor and the 
University Glub. The vice-president in charge of consumer 
loaiis, a Catholic who never went to college and who began 
iiS a messenger, simply belonged to tlie Downtown Club. 

The women of Northeast City, I should add, have tlieir 
hierarchy of clubs, too, topped by tlie Martha Washington 
Club, housed in a remodeled old mansion. It is highest in pres¬ 
tige and is composed of older women from the older first 
families. There is also the Cheerio Club for the younger wives 
of comers. This dual pattern seems to be typical in metropoli¬ 
tan t‘cnters across the nation. The screening of applicants 
required by the constitution of the Martha Washington Club 
offers abundant reassurance that unworthy pretenders will not 
get past the door. These are tlie safeguards: 

1. Each appheant must be recommended, in writing, by 
four members. 

2. The Membership Committee shall have a “reasonable 
amount of time” to consider applications. 

3. At least two members of the Board of Directors must be 
“personally acquainted with the applicant and vouch for such 
applicant.” 

4. When the board finally votes, “two blackballs shall be 
sufficient to exclude any candidate.” 

In most metropolitan centers in America, an elite women’s 
club comparable in prestige to the Martha Washington Club 
can be found. In Boston, it is the Chilton; in Philadelphia, the 
Acorn; in New York, the Colony and Cosmopolitan. Also, 
across the nation in each metropolitan center, you find the 
elite have a preferred men’s club comparable to the Pioneer’s 
Club of Northeast City. The men’s club is typically considered 
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by males as a better refuge tlian tlie countiy club because at 
the coiiutry club you not only encounter women and children 
but, bec‘ause of the compromises often required by high over¬ 
head, you run the hazard of encountering the nouveau riche. 
High dues are not a sufficient barrier in these days of materiid 
abundance. (It costs $4,000 to get into the Brook Hollow 
Country Club of Dallas. A Jewish country club outside De¬ 
troit charges initiates $6,000. And, according to one report, 
membership shares in tlie River Oaks Countiy Club of 
Houston have sold for as high as $17,500. Many have paid 
$9,000. A Texas millionaire who explained this situation to 
me said simply, “It’s tlie cost of getting on the team.” 

Dixon Weeter sums up the greater appeal of the men*s 
social c lub, with its mahogany paneling, mellow leather chairs, 
and vast fireplaces, in these words: “Here is his peculiar 
asylum from the pandemonium of c’ommerce, the bumptious¬ 
ness of democracy and the feminism of his own household.”^ 
The Philadelphia Club has pemiitted female guests inside its 
premises only rarely. During a recent one-hundreebyear period, 
women were peiTnittcd inside on an average of once every 
thirty-three years.- The Atliletic Club of Milwaukee requires 
women to use a side door. A few years ago, one lady created 
a scandal by fortifying herself with stimulants, and brazening 
her way right tlirough the front door. 

The Haiward Club in New York has a separate entrance for 
ladies; and the Yale Club of New York requires them to skirt 
the lobby by following a side passageway. Both clubs let down 
tlieir outright barricade against women only begrudgingly dur¬ 
ing the forties under pressure to put their food and liquor 
services on a larger volume basis. The Yale Club went 
through an internal crisis a few years ago when observers 
professed to have seen an elderly member in an upstairs 
bedroom of the club with a nude woman. This was certainly 
off bounds for ladies. Officials investigated the allegation and 
proved to their satisfaction that the observers had actually 
been seeing a reflection superimposed on the Yale Club win¬ 
dow of a bedroom in the Biltmore Hotel across tlie street. 

Author Cleveland Amory has suggested that one of the 
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motives in barring womenfolk from clubs in the old days was 
tliat it kept wives out of the place. The male riuanbers who 
had mistresses were thus able to receive notes from tlaem in 
their sanctuary witliout worrying about prying eyes. 

More alarming than the invasion of women to many older 
club members is the growing commercialization of the town 
clubs. Many no longer are social sanctuaries where congenial 
fellows relax over cards and billiards but rather are luncheon 
clubs where corporate executives take clients for business 
talks on the expense account. An official of tlie Chicago Club, 
according to the Wall Street Journal, has reported that 90 per 
cent of the checks it received are c^ompany checks. A member 
of the New York Links Club has complained ol members 
“who bring in the type of businessman who will sj)read his 
damned ])apers and contracts all over the luncheon table." 

According to my information, the most ehte men s clubs in 
these nine metropolitan iiieas are: 

Houston: The Eagle Lake Club. You have to inherit your 
way in. It has a ramshackle barn for its clubhouse. 

Boston: The Somerset Club. 

New York: The Knickerbocker Club. 

Detroit: The Detroit Club. 

Chicago: The Chicago Club. 

Cincinnati: Queen City Club. 

San Francisco: The Pacific Union Club. 

Philadelphia: The Philadelphia Club. 

Atlanta: The Piedmont Driving Club (memberships largely 
inherited). 

The Piedmont Driving Club, incidentally, sponsors a Hal¬ 
loween Ball every year at which tlie debutantes of Atlanta’s 
leading families are presented. The mens Idlewild Club in 
Dallas performs the stune function of unveiling the properly 
reared daughters of proper Dallas families. Dallas also has a 
“Party Service” for the debutante-age set, made up of society 
people, which maintains eligibility lists for society’s whirl of 
winter parties. 

Society, in most United States cities, supplements tlie pri¬ 
vate “coming-out” debutante parties with at least one mass ball 
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that stamps a girl with the imprimatur of Society. This has 
become necessary, especially in Texas, because so many am¬ 
bitious, new-rich, free-wheeling mothers have tried to bring 
out daughters with flossy parties, sneeringly called ‘‘climbers' 
balls,” without anyone's permission. Thus it is tliat a girl in 
Houston is not really a debutante unless she has been 
j)resented to society at a ball of the Allegro Club. In Boston, 
she must be honored at the Debutante Cotillion held each 
June at the Sheraton Plaza. In San Francisco, the important 
ball is tlie Cotilhon. In Charleston, South Carolina, the most 
proper launching still takes placx; at the St. Cecelia Society 
Ball. And in New York there are several mass balls, but the 
best one is the Grosvenor Ball. Bringing out a daughter at 
one of these New York functions costs the parents $1,400 
minimum. But if the parents really want to make sure their 
daughter is well launched after this official recognition, they 
should stage a private ball costing no less than $5,000. And in 
New Orleans, girls permitted to sit in the “call-out section” at 
Carnival balls during Mardi Gras are being recognized in a 
way that is roughly equivalent to an official “coming-out” ball. 

To assure a proper launching into society, a girl needs, as 
a first requirement, a father with plenty of money or a high 
business position. As a second requirement, she needs a mother 
with a good deal of shrewdness, persistence, and, if she is 
slightly weak on the money requirement, a good deal of ag¬ 
gressiveness. At the very late.st, the mother must start map¬ 
ping plans by the time the girl is ten years old. Age six is 
preferable. The girl must be enrolled in the acceptable schools 
(see Chapter 16), because they become the key to everything 
in many cities. She must also be enrolled in the right dancing 
school. As tlie girl fulfills these requirements she must be 
invited to the right sub-debutante parties. To achieve this, in 
the New York area, the mother must send a letter of applica¬ 
tion to the invitations committee of each dance she wishes her 
daughter to attend, along with three letters of recommendation 
from people who are personal friends of three different mem¬ 
bers of the committee. This is where the chmbing mother must 
display her social skills on the telephone and at parties. She 
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must win commitments to write letters from insiders without 
seeming guilty of gall and aggressiveness. At one of tliese 
sub-debutante dances in 1958, a girl (or her parents) had to 
pay $40 admission if tlie girl could get a male escort from tlie 
approved list of schools. II in desperation she had to go 
outside the approved list ol boys’ schools, she had to pay 
another $40. 

When the girl of proper background approaches marriage¬ 
able age, she and her mother start tlie maneuvers necessary to 
win an invitation from the local junior League. Among old 
families, these tend to be handed down unofficially from 
mother to daughter. Daughters of families that have been in 
the community less than a generation face a challenge. You 
don’t just apply. That would b(' unforgivable. You must be 
proposed by a member and seconded by another member. This 
often takes persuasion because members must hoard their 
proposing and seconding privilege. They are restricted to us¬ 
ing each only once a year. Once the proposal is made, your 
qualifications are most carefully examined on such points as 
“congeniality” by a screening committee. New members must 
be between eighteen and thirty-four. Those acx^epted must 
face the prospects of spending considerable time not only at 
high-level play but in engaging in charity, worthy causes, and 
other good works. 

In Los Angeles, a well-established socialite caustically com¬ 
mented on the large number of new groups dedicated to 
worthy causes that have appeared there by saying, “I know of 
some cases where the groups were formed before they found 
a disease to work for.” The aspiring socialite knows that the 
way to recognition is to work like fuiy on a minor subcom¬ 
mittee for some woithy cause. Eventually the day will come, 
if her social credentials are adequate, when she will achieve 
an important committee post and have her picture taken for 
the newspapers beside the .socially eminent status-lenders 
heading up the drive. And all this tireless striving, it should 
be noted, does indeed raise money for worthy causes, and it 
does get bandages wrapped. Daughters of the well-to-do are 
taught from girlhood that proper people devote themselves to 
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proper causes. An extremely wealthy father on Chicago's 
North Shore, who had sent his daughter to Northwestern 
Ihn’versity, was trying to explain to a friend one area ot lier 
course of study. He said, “She's taking some handicraft 
courses. . . . You know, to prepare herself for volunteer 
work later.” 

Social clubs and associations that offer their members pres¬ 
tige usually stress how exclusive they are. To be exclusive 
you must exclude. Some exclude on the basis of imdesired 
character tiaiLs, or lack of money, or failure to attend proper 
boarding sc*hools. Whatever other bases tlicy use, most exclude 
on a religious basis. 

Tile most elite clubs, such as the Knickerbocker in New 
York, the Somerset in Boston, or tlie Pacific Union in San 
PVancisco, are so particular on this point that an applicant not 
only has to be a Protestant but the riglit kind of Protestant— 
usually Episcopal. When you get down to the ma.ss of non-elite 
country and city clubs, however, where Lutherans and Cath¬ 
olics are not necessarily excluded, the exclusiveness regard¬ 
ing religion is typically limited to one specification: no Jeiws. 
We shall explore later what seems to be behind this aversion 
of the upper and semi-upper Gentiles toward Jews as club 
members. At this point, we shall merely note that it is a 
nationwide phenomenon involving thousands of clubs. Some of 
the more elite New York clubs draw no line on religion at all; 
but in most American cities the line is quite firmly drawn. 
Atlanta is an example of a city where most of the country 
clubs and city clubs are eitlier 100 per cent Gentile or 100 
per cent Jewish. 

With the help of a Rockefeller grant, two Cornell professors, 
Robin M. Williams, Jr., and John P. Dean, directed a study of 
social discrimination that reached into 248 cities, small and 
large. In each city they made three tests of social acceptability: 
admission to the Junior League; admission to the country and 
city clubs; and admission to exclusive residential areas. In 
more than eighty cities—or one third of tliem—Jews were 
denied admission to all three. In only 20 out of 248 cities 
were even some Jews accepted in all three of these categories. 
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Tliese investigators note a paradox on a nationwide basis 
that I noted in Northeast Caty. Many cities welcome and en¬ 
courage Jews to work with Gentiles in the leadership of 
programs for communitv improvement and in coinimmity 
fund-raising diives. Many of the Gentile leaders in Northeast 
City told me admiringly of the wonderful way all religions 
worked together to better the community. Yet in Northeast 
Cit}'—and throughout other cities in the country, according to 
the Williams and Dean study—the social barriers against jews 
are in full force. In fact, there seems to be an odd, inverse 
relationship. Dean states: ‘The communities that score low on 
social acc eptability of |ews score hi^h on Jewish partic ipation 
in community affairs.'" The situation undoubtedly is not only 
pei'plexing, but discouraging, to Jews. Dean cpiotes one 
Jewish community leader as saying, ‘T sometimes feel like a 
prostitute. Theyll call on me to lead their Community Chest 
campaign. . . . Rut whem it comcis to the countiy club. I’m 
not good enough for them.” 

A few years ago, when a world-famous New York Jewish 
businessman died, the newspapers devoted several columns 
to describing the honors that had been bestowed upon him, 
to his many pubhc services, and to his known philanthropies 
that had run into the millions. In passing, the stories stated 
that he belonged to two clubs. Both were definitely non-elite. 

The service clubs of America, such as Rotary and Kiwanis 
(which rank about halfway between community and social 
clubs), typically do not exclude Jews, although some are be¬ 
lieved to confine Jewish participation to a select few. 

Until this point, we have been examining club life at the 
higher level of the larger metropolitan areas and tlieir suburbs. 
Tens of thousands of tlie nation’s clubs, of course, are in the 
small towns: seivice clubs, garden clubs, Optimist clubs, 
secret fraternal orders, women’s clubs, veterans’ posts, union 
clubs, and so on. Americans are tremendous joiners, especially 
among tlie three higher classes. Some of this joining, unparal¬ 
leled in the world, is a symptom of our gregariousness in the 
face of growing loneliness. And, possibly, it may reflect a grow- 
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ing inability of Americans to draw upon their own inner 
resources. Much of it, however, clearly represents an effort to 
improve one’s social standing. Miix Lemer, the social historian, 
makes the point that the elite and the middle classes typically 
join cluhs for differemt purposes. The elite use the associations 
“chiefly as instruments for the strategic manipulation of the 
life of the community—through their control of the country 
clubs, the eating and discussion clubs, the civic associations, 
the fund-raising drives. . . The middle classes, he added, 
use the associations “largely as a way of improving their social 
status and for training themselves in articulateness and leader¬ 
ship.”'^ 

When these club-joining habits of Americans in t>y)ical 
towns arc subjected to class analysis, we see that the primary 
split—as in many other areas of life—is between tfie two upper 
classes and the three lower classes. Until recent years, we had 
social associations such as fraternal orders that covered the 
spectrum of our classes. Today, the two upper classes have 
substantially abandoned all associations, such as the lodges, 
that would bring them into contact witli members of the 
three lower classes. 

The two upper classes in their joining habits today prefer 
clubs that are by invitation only. This is especially true of the 
upper class, which participates primarily in social and charity 
clubs. The upper-class person in our smaller cities and towns is 
likely to belong to the country club (as a status-lender). The 
woman will belong to the garden club. In Jonesville, the W. 
Lloyd Warner group found that virtually all the upper-class 
women belonged to one of these three: a charity club to sup¬ 
port the local ho.spital, the local chapter of the Daughters of 
the American Revolution, and a social club called the Monday 
Club. All three, it should be noted, have devices for restricting 
membership. 

At the semi-upper-class level—or upper-middle, if you prefer 
tlie conventional terminology—you have the bulk of the 
country-club membership. In ELmtown, Hollingshead found 
tliat 85 per cent of his Class II members belonged to the local 
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country club. Some country clubs in the smaller communities, 
for economic survival, draw members from the lower, limited- 
success class. This is a fact widely bemoaned by the members 
of the two upper classes. 

A major purpose of tlie semi-uppers today in their joining, 
however, is to prove to the world—and particularly to the 
upper class they aspire to—what fine, sound-minded, reliable 
citizens they are. Their clubs are devoted to local uplift, 'fhe 
women have their Wom^m’s Club, and the men their Rotary 
and other civic luncheon clubs, where they rejoice in their 
own solidarity, receive inspirational addresses, tell dirty stories, 
and map plans for community or business betterment. In the 
larger towns, where you find more than one civic club, the 
clubs are usually well understood to have differential prestige. 
Rotaiy typically draws the cream of the community leaders. 
The Lions, when in the same town with Rotary, sometimes 
draw members from a more modestly successful level. In Elm- 
town, the Superintendent of Schools and tlie high-school prin¬ 
cipal were Rotarians; the elementary-school principal belonged 
to the Lions Club. In some communities, the Lions Club 
is primarily a limited-success-, or lower-middle-, class organi¬ 
zation, made up of small shopkeepers, company white-collar 
people, etc. 

Now let us drop from the elite to the level of the three sup¬ 
porting classes to examine their joining habits. The situation 
appears to be much as W, Lloyd Warner found it in Jonesville. 
He reported: “There is, in general, a sharp break between the 
upper-middle and lower-middle classes, with respect to the 
kind and amount of participation in associations. . . . There 
is little participation between the upper-middle and lower- 
middle classes.”^ 

At the supporting-classes level, the clubs joined are mainly 
of the patriotic and mystical type with a higher mixture of 
secrecy and emotional symbolism than the upper classes con¬ 
sider to be dignified these days. 

The fraternal orders reached their peak of popularity in the 
1920's, when most of tlie adult males of America belonged 
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to one or more. Their secrecy and rituals and costumes may 
seem a bit juvenile today, but these orders did make one 
important contribution to democracy. Like the Roman Catholic 
cliurch, th(‘y embraced the span of the American social order. 
The lodge hall was an excellent place for people of all classes 
to become acejuainted, and to understand each other’s prob¬ 
lems and aspirations. Such an opportunity to make oneself 
known to people of the superior class is an essential precon¬ 
dition to winning acceptance into their class, in case one has 
ambitions. The fraternal orders performed, at least, that vital 
function of providing a common ground for intermingling. A 
generation ago in Jonesville, W. Lloyd Warner points out, 
“every important man in the community was a Mason, and 
often an Odd Fellow or a Woodman.”^’ And the man who 
managed to become a high-degree Mason was taking a long, 
sure stride toward social success. Today, tlie situation has 
changed abruptly not only in Jonesville but throughout Amer¬ 
ica. The members of the two upper classes have abandoned 
the lodges almost completely in favor of their exclusive civic- 
type groups; and, typically, the lower classes have not been 
able to follow them into these. Nowadays, the Masons and the 
Knights of Columbiis draw their membership predominantly 
from the limited-success class; and the Woodmen of the World, 
the Odd Fellows, Eagles, and Redmen draw a veiy large part 
of their membership from the workingman class. 

Even among the three lower classes the fraternal orders 
have lost much of their fascination. In Northeast City, I was 
told, tlie Moose were having a “hard time,” and were running 
what amounted to restaurants. Other towns have Elk head¬ 
quarters that seem to be frequented primarily as restaurants 
or taverns. Many men at the lower levels keep up their lodge 
affiliations because of insurance and other advantages. Oddly, 
while tlie male lodges have, in general, been declining, their 
feminine auxiliaries (and here, again, we see the sexual apart¬ 
ness common at the lower-class levels) have been thriving. 

To summarize, it would seem that our socializing patterns, 
both informal and organized, are characterized by a confine- 
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ment to one's own kind and a carefulness to avoid or exclude 
those who might be construed to be of lesser or different 
status. The example of our leading national folk hero, Abraham 
Lincoln—who relished mingling with all kinds of people and 
enjoyed pricking the pretentious—is evidently no longer con¬ 
sidered rekwant by a very large proportion of our people. 


14 

the long road from 
Pentecostal to episcopal 


**individual Protestant churches tend to be ^class 
churcheSn^ with members drawn principally from 
one class group ."^—LISTON POPE, Dean, Yale 
Divinity School. 

America, we keep reading, is undergoing a tremendous 
religious renaissance. Membership is growing by a million a 
year, and is now up to more than 104,000,000. Per member 
contributions are up. Nearly a billion dollars' worth of new 
structures are going up in the United States each year. More¬ 
over, issues of morality would seem to be uppermost in our 
minds, because, as anthropologist Clyde Kluckhohn has noted, 
“no people moralize as much as we do." 

In the lace of all this, we see some puzzling bits of evidence. 
In tlie study of Elmtown's youtli, it was found that religion 
was remote from the lives of the great majority of them. And 
the exceptions were mostly youngsters from Norwegian and 
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Lutheran families. To most students, Hollingsliead concluded, 
"‘tlie church is a community facility like tlie school, the drug 
store, the city government and the bowling alley.And this 
is in the heart of the so-called Bible Belt. Many of the young¬ 
sters attend church functions regularly, but carry their status 
feelings with them, often in a most un-Christiaii manner. He 
said that a socially select gang of girls attending the Sunday 
night “Fellowship” meetings at the most elite church (Feder¬ 
ated) “deliberately make any girl of whom they do not ap¬ 
prove feel so unc“omfortable” that .she will not attend again. 

Going to church is a deeply felt, soul-searching experience 
for many millions of Americans. And religious faith .still 
dominates and guides the lives of millions of people, some of 
whom rnav not be regular churc'hgoers. Many still kneel in 
fervent prayer at night. For the majority of American Chris¬ 
tians, however, going to church is the nic'C thing that proper 
people do on Stnidays. It advertises their respectability, gives 
them a warm feeling that they are behaving in a way their 
God-fearing ancestors would approve, and adds (thev hope) a 
few cubits to their social stature by throwing them with a 
social group with which they wish to be identified. And even 
those who take their worshiping seriously often prefer to do 
it while surrounded by their own kind of people. 

The status implications of attending a particular church 
are especially perceivable among the Protestant churchgoers. 
In our frontier days, tlie Protestant churches outside the 
settled coastal towns and C'ities wore institutions where 
brotherhood often truly prevailed. I remember, from my own 
boyhood and young manh(X)d~long after all the frontiers 
were settled-attending Protestant churches that drew their 
congregation from virtually the entire community. Today, such 
churches are becoming harder and harder to find. The trend 
toward more rigid stratification in the Protestant churches is 
proceeding apace with the general trend in that direction. 
This is perhaps not suq^rising, because, as Liston Pope points 
out, “every American community . . . has some pronoimced 
pattern of social stratification, and religious institutions are 
always very closely associated with this pattern.” 
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In earlier days, people who moved to a new coinmnnity 
typically chose the church that came closest to harmoTiizing 
with their own doctrinal viewpoint. And these doctrinal view¬ 
points were often passionately felt and held. Today, the doc¬ 
trinal meaning of joining a particular church is far less impor¬ 
tant in the decision than the social or business meaning. 

Let us then look at the social meanings—from the most 
elite downward—of the various Protestant denominations. 
There are, of course, variations, pai-ticiilarly in the South, 
and cliurches, like countiy clubs, draw their members from a 
band that covers more than one class. Also, it should be 
noted that individual churcLes built more than twtaity years 
ago may find tliat, while they start out as high-status churches, 
population shifts have left them in a sea of lower white-collar 
or working-class homes. Actually, eveiy denomination if not 
the individual church has some members from all the social 
layers. With those qualifications, there does seem to be a 
definite prevailing pattern in the ratio of distribution of 
church preferences among the various classes. 

The upper class in most United States communities is 
drawn more powerfully to the Episcopal church than to any 
other. Consider the evidence: 

—A sociological analysis made of the leading wedding an¬ 
nouncements involving socially prominent families in The 
New York Times revealed that three quarters of the weddings 
taking place in known Protestant churches occurred in Epis¬ 
copal churches.2 

—E. I^igby Baltzell found, in his study of Philadelphia 
society, that two thirds of the Philadelphians who were in both 
the Social Register and Who^s Who were Episcopalian. 

—Coqoorate executives are ten times as likely to list “Epis¬ 
copal’’ as their religious preference as are Americans at large. 
Episcopalian, in fact, is by far the preferred denomination of 
executives. 

—In Northeast City, the church favored by more of the 
city’s business and social leaders than any other (just under 
half of the Protestants) was St. John’s Episcopal, whose rector 
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had a staff of twelve and a wife who was active in tlie Junior 
League. 

Recently, while I was visiting an elite club in southwestern 
Michigan, the head of the local radio station explained to me 
that the area there was overwhelniingly Lutheran. I asked 
him what his religious preference was. He said, “Lm Epis¬ 
copalian. Used to be Lutheran.” I then turned to the local 
Republican leader on my right. It turned out that he, too, was 
Episcopalian, 

The upper-class fascination with the Episcopalian church 
seems to stem, at least in part, Irom its close kinship ties with 
the Church of England. As we have noted in other connec¬ 
tions, the upper class in the United States feels a strong pull 
to all things British, especially upper-class British. In Britain, 
the Church of England is itself divided into “high” and “low” 
churcb, and the division—while ostensiblv theologic'al—often 
has a .strong social basis. The Epi.sc'opal churches in the United 
States, reflecting the English model, have, as E. Digby Baltzell 
points out, a style of architecture, a “dignity of })reeding of 
its clergy and richness of ritual” that reflect values cultivated 
by the upper class. 

One might assume that Episcopal churches, in view of their 
many rich parishioners, would be rolling in financial clover. 
That, oddly, is not the case. Epi.sc‘opalians are notoriously 
tight with a dollar when the collecticm plate is passed. At the 
end of 1957, the National Counc*il of Churches of Christ in 
tlie United States of America published a list of “per member 
contributions” by fifty-two reporting denominations. Protes¬ 
tant Episcopalians ranked tliirty-ninth in average contribu¬ 
tions to their church. They ranked thirty-eighth in contribu¬ 
tions to foreign missions. The average Episcopalian's total 
contributions amounted to $52.79 for the year. In contrast, 
members of denominations with lower social status but, 
evidently, far higher religious zeal, averaged considerably 
higher. Seventh-day Adventists—who lead tlie list—contribute, 
on an average, four times as much as Episcopalians; and 
Friends contribute nearly three times as much; as do Men- 
nonites. 
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Three otlier denominations strongly favored by the two top 
social classes of America are the Presbyterian, Ca)ngregation- 
alist, and Unitarian. Corporate executives, for example, favor 
Presbyterian churches second only to Episcopal. They are 
six times as likely to be Presbyterians as are Americans at 
large. Every fourth corporate executive you mc('t, in fact, 
is likely to be Pr(‘sbyt(‘rian. (In Bcvode McCall’s study of 
Georgia Town, two thirds of the college graduates were Pres¬ 
byterian.) The New York suburb of Westfield, New |ciscy, 
is a wealtiiy “bedroom” town favored hy Wall Street (‘Oin- 
miiters and other nearby executives. Its Presbyterian church 
virtually overwhelms the center ol town, with several struc¬ 
tures built around a vast park. The chinch has to hold three 
services on Sundays, has four ministers and, at last report, 
needed a fifth. Wives of economic titans, who have homes 
staffed by servants, wait on table at church suppers. 

As you go nortli into New England, the Presbyterians tend 
to become Cougregationalists. The Congregational churches 
can be found in mill towns. And in many New England vil¬ 
lages they have congregations that represent the entire church¬ 
going population. Rut, in larger cities and growing suburbs, 
these churches tend to be e.specially appealing to people 
from the higher socio-economic and educational levels. An 
earnest, forthright Congregational minister of the socially 
elite church in a western Wisconsin town (overwhelmingly 
Lutheran) told me, “It has often bothered me that we don’t 
have a single faimer or workingman in the congregation.” The 
Unitarian church, tiny in total number, outranks all denomina¬ 
tions in the number of eminent Americans who have claimed 
it as their church. 

Whatever the denomination, care is taken, in many Ameri¬ 
can churches having a strong element of wealthy soc'ialites in 
the congregation, to see that the socialites are visited, in the 
church’s annual canvass, by someone of their owai social 
standing rather than by a volunteer chosen at random from the 
general committee. Also, care is sometimes taken to see that 
downright lower-class people don’t wander in on a lovely 
Sunday morning. The W. Lloyd Warner group reports that, 
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in Yankee City, the two churches with the heaviest upper- 
class membership “devised a method of limiting the number 
of persons from the low'cr parts of the class hierarchy/' St. 
Paul’s (Church (Episcopal) and the Unitarian Church estab¬ 
lished branches in the lower reaches of town that served as 
missions for people of tlie two lower classes.'* 

Sociologist E. Franklin Frazier reports finding that some 
Negroes in professional occupations maintain two church 
memberships. They will maintain their colored Baptist or 
Methodist membership as they themselves move up the social 
ladder because most of their clients are still in those churches. 
This, Frazier points out, has financial advantages. At the same 
time, they may affiliate with P/piscopal, Congregational, or 
Presbyterian churches, usually colored, “because of tlieir 
social status.'* 

As we drop down the social scale, we come to the denomina¬ 
tions that have the large.st (and usually the most enthusias¬ 
tically active) followings. Methodism probably c-omes closer 
to being the choice of tlie average American than any other. 
There are 12,000,000 Methodists in the United States today. 
It has many elite churches, especially in the Soutli, but over¬ 
all it has only half as many upper-class members, on a per¬ 
centage basis, as the Episcopal church. Nearly ts\^o thirds of 
all Methodists are either farmers or manual workers, accord¬ 
ing to an analysis made by the Federal Council of Churches 
of a nationwide sampling (Office of Public Opinion Re¬ 
search).^ In Jonesville, tlie Methodists were categorized by 
one citizen in this way: “Some are pretty well-to-do, but 
there’s no really rich people in that church . . . [they] are 
pretty well dressed, and have better cars than the Baptists.** 

A shade below the Methodists, in the Federal Council 
analysis, are tlie Lutherans. In a three-class breakdown- 
upper, middle, lower—the Lutherans show a distribution of 
11 per cent upper class, 36 per cent middle, and 53 per cent 
lower. The Lutheran church is particularly strong with 
farmers and skilled workers of Scandinavian or German 
backgrounds. 

And somewhat below tlie Lutherans come the Baptists. In 
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many communities, and especially in the South, the local Bap¬ 
tist church is the highest-prestige church in town; hut, nation¬ 
ally, it is predominantly a workingman's church. The Federal 
Council analysis shows it to have this distribution in its three- 
class scale: upper, 8 per cent; middle, 24 per cent; lower, 68 
per cent. It has less than one third as many college gradiiates, 
per one hundred members, as the Episcopal, Congregational, 
or Presbyterian churches. 

At the bottom of the social scale you find few churchgoers. 
They suspect—and correctly, Hollingshead found in Elrntown 
—tfiat tliey are not wanted by the congregations of the so- 
called respectable churches in their town, and often not by 
tlie ministers. One Class V woman commented bitterly on 
the “Everyone Welcome" signs in front of several Elintown 
churches. 

Increasingly, in the past quarter-century, Liston Pope re¬ 
ports, people in tlie lower classes have turned to the new 
Pentecostal and Holiness .sects. They represent, on the one 
hand, he says, “a protest (couched in religious fonn) against 
social exclusiveness, and, on the other, a c:ompensatory method 
(also in religious form) for regaining status, and lor redefin¬ 
ing class lines in religious terms.Other studies have shown 
tliat a dominant theme in some of these new lower-class 
revivalist and fundamentalist rcdigions is that faith and right¬ 
eousness make their adherents holier-than-thou; and will en¬ 
title them, when they get to Heaven, to sit in the high places 
(and be waited on by servants). At the same time, however, 
their ritual t}q;)ically says, “Have mercy upon us, miserable 
offenders.” 

While the lower-class religions offer consolation for failure, 
many (but not all) upper-class churches tend to generate the 
pleasant feeling that ever\^thing within the sc^cial system is 
pretty line just as it is. As you go up the sc:)c'ial scale, services 
becnme less emcotional and evangelical, and more intellectual- 
ized and re.strained. Even Baptists and Methc^dists tend to 
think of Episcopalians, Congregationalists, and Presbyterians 
as chilly, dried-up types. When they visit an Episcopal church, 
tliey are bothered by what, to them, is the unresponsive, very 
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proper way Episcopalians leave the church after a service with, 
perhaps, a few polite nods and chats with old friends. The 
Baptists and Methodists like to chat, in a spirit of good fel¬ 
lowship, witli their pew neighbors, friend or stranger, after 
tlie service. 

Dr. Walsh, rector of St. John's Episcopal in Northeast City, 
tried to explain to me why the Episcopal church is one that 
wealthier people “naturally adliere to."' He mentioned that 
the Episcopal ministers preach “literate” sermons that appeal 
to the more highly educated, and that the church has a kin¬ 
ship witli the Church of England. To the non-educated, he 
said, the Episcopal service may seem “dry.” And then he 
added rather sadly, “The more churches become filled with 
the conservative and wealtfiy, the more reluctant they be¬ 
come to make faith more relevant to all kinds of people.” 

In this connection, Yale theologian 11. Richard Niebuhr re¬ 
minds us that Christianity began as a religion of the poor, of 
disinherited people such as fishermen, peasants, publicans, 
and outcasts who had been denied a stake in contemporary 
civilization. Whenever Christianity has become the religion of 
the fortunate and cultured and has grown “philosophical, ab¬ 
stract, and ethically harmless in the process,” the lower strata 
of society find themselves religiously expatriated by a faith 
that neither meets their psychological needs nor sets forth an 
appealing ethical ideal. “The rise of new sects of Christianity,” 
Niebuhr explains, “to champion the uncompromising ethics of 
Jesus and ‘to preach tlie gospel of the poor’ has again and 
again been tlie effective means of recalling Christendom to its 
mission.” 

Now let us move on, for a momemt, from the Protestants 
to the other major United States religions. The Federal 
Council found that the distribution of Jews in the three-cla.ss 
scale is quite similar to that of Epi.scopalians. One reason for 
this, undoubtedly, is that few Jews ever become manual 
workers or farmers. Viewing Jews on the basis of their occupa¬ 
tions, they lead all religious groups in the proportion of their 
total engaged in “business,” “professional,” or “white-collar” 
occupations. Their total here is nearly three quarters. The 
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Episcopalians have 57 per cent in these categories, and the 
Baptists 26 per cent. 

Jewry, too, has its denominations: Oithodox, Conservative, 
and Relonn. And they are differentiated somewhat by soc'ial 
class. Lower-class Jews tend to remain in Orthodox syna- 
gogiies. The upper-class Jews, tsspecially those witli higher 
educations, tend to move on to the Conservative and Reform 
denominations. 

The Roman Catholic church, of course, does not have 
denominations, and so has escaped the trend to stratific'aticni 
by social classes that is f^ecoming so conspic'uous in the Prot¬ 
estant churc'hes. C^atholie parishes are organized on a geo¬ 
graphic basis, and each parisli is expec'ted to minister to all 
Catholics in its area. The more conspicuous divisions within 
the Catholic* church, if they might be called that, ai*e on the 
bases of vertical ethnic divisions rather than horizontal eco¬ 
nomic divisions. Thus, in adjoining parishes, you may have 
churches—because ethnics tend to cluster in their home ad- 
dresses—that are predominantly Irish Catholic, Italian Catho¬ 
lic, Frencli Catholic, or Polish Catholic. In areas where one 
parish includes several ethnic clusters, the priest often has a 
des])erately trying time in organizing auxiliary church activi¬ 
ties that bring together the various ethnics. Frequently, there is 
more than a little holding back, and occasionally some un- 
Christian elbowing. One general source of tension is the fact 
that traditionally the hierarchy of the Catholic church has 
been dominated by the Irish. In recent years, the Italians, in 
particular, have been challenging that dominance. The resi¬ 
dential neighborhood comprising each parish, of course, 
powerfully reflects class lines. 

As for the social-class profile of the Catholic church as a 
whole, it resembles that of the Baptists more than that of any 
other Protestant denomination. According to the Federal 
Council analysis, it divides on the three-class scale as follows: 

9 per cent, upper; 25 per cent, middle; 66 per cent, lower. 
According to Mabel Newcomer’s analysis of the religion 
of corporate executives, the Catholics make up a third 
of the United States population, and supply one out of ten 
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executives. Catholic industrialists have particularly favored 
railroads and public utilities. On the other hand. Catholics 
have a higher percentage of people in the trade-unions than 
any other religious body. Catholic journals follow the events 
at major trade-union conventions with close interest. 

The explanation for the predominantly working-class com¬ 
position of the Catholic church is easy to find. A large propor¬ 
tion oi its members are descendants of immigrants who, as a 
group, arrived later on this continent than tlie national groups, 
especially English, that largely make up Protestantism in the 
United States. 

(.)nc interesting current development in the Catholic church 
is its mild success in recruiting Negro converts. This has 
several explanations, including this church’s continuing desire 
to minister to all who declare themselves members of the faith. 
In addition, a real-estate factor has been making a contribution 
to this trend in some areas, such as certain sections of Chicago. 
As children and grandchildren of Irish, Italian, and Polish 
immigrants have prospered and moved out of the working- 
class districts into suburban developments, Negroes, also 
prospering at a lower level, have been leaving their confines 
of the slums to replace them. The parish churches have, of 
course, been unable to follow the flocks. They have welcomed 
the incoming Negroes. 

To date, the proportion of Negro church members who 
are Catholic is small, about 1 in 25. At least one third of 
them are affiliated with mixed parishes. The rest are in seg¬ 
regated churches. But even that record of integration is far 
higher than that of the Protestant churches. Until a few years 
ago, barely 1 per cent of the Protestant congregations with 
white members had any Negro members. By a variety of tech¬ 
niques, about as gracious as that of the white waitress who 
spills soup in their laps, the white members have succeeded 
in making those Negroes who have ventured to approach white 
churches feel unwelcome. When a Negro persisted in coming 
to a church in one Kansas town, the minister took him aside 
and said that, of course, he was welcome but wouldn't he be 
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happier in his “own” colored church of the same denomination 
on the other side of town, a mile's walk from his home? 

While great strides were made during the 1940's in lowering 
the color bans in business, sports, politics, entertainment, and 
ediK'atioii, Protestant churches did little, actually, and re¬ 
mained 99 per cent jim Crow. For the last lew years, how¬ 
ever, Liston Pope tells me, considerable progress has b(*eu 
made in reducing the segregation in the Protestant churches. 
This fortliright and courageous dean has been in the forefront 
of those seeking to pierc^e the color barrier in the churches. 
The proportion of Protestant churches that now have at least 
a few Negro members is approaching 10 per cent. A Congre¬ 
gational church in the Boston area has recently had a Negro 
Sunday-school superintendent of a mixed congregation. 
Among Protestant churches, the Congregational and Episcopal 
churches have been particularly active in seeking an end to 
racial barriers in the churches. Relatively lew Negroes belong 
to those two denominations, even on a segregated basis, and 
those who do belong—just as among whites—are the more 
educated, sedate, and prosperous. Some leading Negro Epis¬ 
copalians are: Thiirgood Marshall, tamed attorney for the 
National Association for the Advancement of Colored People; 
Nat King Cole; Richard B. Jones, United States Ambassador 
in Liberia; Cab Calloway. The oveiwhelming majority of 
Negroes are Baptist (65 per cent) or Methodist (22 per cent). 

Congregationalists are making perhaps the most whole¬ 
hearted effort to desegregate their churches. They have backed 
tlicir drive with cash. Any church that is threatened by with¬ 
drawal of financial support for integrating will receive aid 
from the national church's Board of Home Missions. Further¬ 
more, the Congregationalists have made an honest effort to 
understand the problem they face. They have suiweyed min¬ 
isters and laymen in more tlian one thousand churches. The 
finding: 12 per cent of the churches have accepted Negro 
members; a slight majority say they wouldn't want to. The 
most depressing finding concerned the attitude of members of 
the congregations toward the efforts of their pastor to pro¬ 
mote desegregation. A large number said they would be more 
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willijig to support him in efForts to promote desegregation in 
tilt' community at large than in any efforts he made to support 
desegrt'gation in their own church! But only 1 member in 
9,000 has walked out of a sample group of churches that 
became integrated. 

All of the foregoing indicates, I believe, that Christianity in 
mid-c'(‘ntury America shows a sizable gulf between practice 
and [ireacliiiig. The minister of the mo.st fashionai)le churcFi in 
Jonesville told W. Lloyd Warner, “The whole trouble with this 
world today is that for all the talk about Christianity, our 
society is not organized on its jirinciple.” Liston Pope, while 
noting all the very real efforts being made to reduce class 
barriers in tfic churches, adds; “But, unless a drastic trans¬ 
formation comes about in tlie churches, and especially in their 
idea of what a true Christian church really is, thev will prob¬ 
ably continue for the most part to adapt to class divisions— 
and e\'en to intensify them—as they have doiK^ in the past/* 

It may reasonalily be arguc‘d that some of the social stratifi¬ 
cation of Protestant churches arises from the composition of 
tlie neighborhood surrounding the churches. A minister in 
Lev'ittown, Long Island, has little opportunity to broaden the 
social reach of his church. His stratification is built in. Also, 
it may be argued that some people can worship more serenely 
and at ease if they are surrounded by their own kind. 

But still the c]uestion persists; Should one be worshiping in 
a setting that makes a mockery of one of the core values of 
Christianity: the brotherhood of man? At present, the brother¬ 
hood of man is in danger of becoming merely a nice intel¬ 
lectual concept. 
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a soeJoloffifai poek 
into the voting booth 


**The Nef^ro Pullman porter who owned his home 
and four shares of stock valued at about $80 • • • 
declared that he was against the policies of [the 
Democrats 1 because they taxed men of property 
like himself in order to assist lazy working 
mm.”—E. FRANKLIN FRAZIER, Howard University. 

Our attitudes toward the world around us are to a 
very large extent shaped by our particular standing in the 
social structure. This is perhaps most conspicuously evident 
in our political predispositions. More and more, our voting 
habits are determined by status factors within ourselves rather 
than by specific issues and party programs at stake in an 
election campaign. Increasingly we vote as our friends, neigh¬ 
bors, and business associates vote. Political sociologist Paul 
Lazarsfeld of Columbia University has summed up the situa¬ 
tion in these five blunt words: ‘‘Social characteristics deter¬ 
mine political preference.”^ 

One of the candidate’s most challenging problems thus 
is to pull together—by such acts of symbol manipulation 
as eating pizza pies—a winning combination of status groups 
from within his particular electorate. This may help explain 
why an increasing number of professors of political science, 
knowledgeable in what it takes today to be elected, are run¬ 
ning for office, and winning. 
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Have you ever wondered how someone is going to vote in 
a coining election—or what his “politics” really is? What fol¬ 
lows is a handy guide that, while perhaps not as accurate as 
a Univac machine, will in most cases whir up the right answer 
lor you. (Also, if you have any doubts, it can probably whir 
u]) how you are going to vote vourself.) Bec-*ause of the fact 
that there are still a lew rugged individualists left in our 
society vvho persist in the old-fasliioned habit of v(>ting cere¬ 
brally- coiu eivably you may be one of them—100 per cent 
ac'cairacy is not guaranteed. Also, it should be noted. South- 
erneis arc regulated by a somewhat different set of factors. 
With tliese qualifications, let us proceed. 

Five factors in the average voter's life pretty much deter¬ 
mine ho\v he votes and thinks on political issues. They are: 

1. The money factor. It is liardlv news that upper-class rich 
people tend to be conservative, show a reverence for the status 
quo, and prefer the Republican party; and tliat working peo¬ 
ple tend to be liberal or radical and to show a bias in favor of 
the Demo(Tatic party. Howeva^r, two facts are noteworthy 
about the money factor. One is the precision with which 
political attitudes change as you move down the stratification 
scale of occupation. The other is the fact that this tendency 
is increasing. 

Ric'hard Centers, who analyzed the political attitudes of 
1,100 Americans in a nationwide' sample, concluded: 

There exists some fairly convincing evidence in the data 
obtained from this survey that the political alignments of our 
population are shifting steadily in the direction of cleavage 
along stratification lines.'' 

He compared the politic\aI preferences of the 1,100 people 
interviewed with those of their parents. “The parents' voting 
habits do not show so great a difference along stratification 
lines as those of the younger generation," he said, and added, 
'The cleavage has grown. 

Centers asked his subjects a series of questions designed to 
uncover their position on a radical-conseiwative scale, (Want¬ 
ing change vs. wanting to keep things just as they are.) Here 
are the results by seven major occupational groups: 
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Large business 

Conservative or 
Ultra Conservative 

87% 

Radical or 
Ultra Radical 
2% 

Prolessional 

70 

11 

Small business 

74 

8 

White collar 

56 

16 

Skilled manual 

39 

27 

Semi-skilled manual 

21 

49 

Unskilled manual 

23 

38 


These columns, you will note, follow a fairly regular pro¬ 
gression as we descend Centers’ occupational scale. There are 
tw'o mild (and interesting) distortions, and both can be ac¬ 
counted for. Professionals tend to be somewhat less conserva¬ 
tive than small businessmen. Although professional men 
typically have relatively high incomes and status, they typi¬ 
cally don’t feel as much of a stake in preserving the status (|uo 
as businessmen, big or little. The other distortion is that semi¬ 
skilled manuals rather than tlie unskilled at the bottom are our 
most radical group. Presumably the explanation here is that 
the semi-skilled are more likely to be organized and militantly 
led by labor unions. 

Paul Lazarsfeld, in analyzing the voting habits of several 
hundred people, found much the same neat progression. He 
reports: “And with each step down the SES [socio-economic 
scale] the proportion of Republicans decreased and the pro¬ 
portion of Democrats correspondingly increased.”'^ He de¬ 
vised a three-scale index that included SES for assessing po- 
L’tical predisposition in a community. 

More recently, the Opinion Research Corporation has found 
much the same progression but with a general shifting of the 
populace toward the Democratic side. In the eight years from 
1950 to 1958, the proportion of college-educated Americans 
who considered themselves Republican dropped 8 per cent. 
This presumably includes many professionals and business¬ 
men. Other studies show the shift away from the GOP reached 
into both well-to-do and poor neighborhoods. 

One executive of Democratic origin relates that he re- 
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mainecl, out of habit, a Democrat while stationed in Chicago, 
where his private life was pretty much his own. When lie 
went into an Iowa corporation as sales manager, however, he 
had been on the job only a few weeks in 1956 when the board 
chairman dropped by. The chairman affably asked for the 
usnai bi-annual $250 donation to the Republican party, which, 
it seems, was always collected from whatever sales manager 
was occupying the office at the time. When the newcomer 
confessed he was a Democrat, the chairman was incredulous. 
It was such an implausible situation that he kept shaking liis 
liead in disbelief, fie finally saw the humor of the situation 
and went away with no hard feelings. By 1957, however, the 
sales manager had become a liberal Rejmblican and spoke of 
his new allegiance with conviction. 

One of the nation’s most astute feelers of the nation’s pulse, 
Samuel Lubell, has been ringing doorbells for more than a 
decade to sample political attitudes. He quotes a lawyer in 
Sweet Home, Oregon, as explaining: 

“Almost eveiyone on Main Street but the postmaster is 
Republican. Just about everyone else in town, all the working 
people, are Democrats.”'^ lAibcU adds that Sweet Home is a 
particularly interesting spot for a political analyst to prowl 
because it has grown from a tiny hamlet of 350 persons to 
nearly 4,000 inhabitants within two decades. The townspeople 
of this melting pot, in .short, virtually all came from some¬ 
where else. Lubell makes tins point: 

“Sweet Home furnishes dramatic evidence of the under¬ 
lying class consciousness which permeates American politics 
today. Both its businessmen and workers must have brought a 
consciousness of class interest with them from wherever they 
came.” And he goes on to say that the same kind of class 
voting can be noted in every American city. “Simply by look¬ 
ing at the homes along a street,” he has found, “or by noting 
the incomes and occupations of the people living there, one 
can determine with fair accuracy how any particular urban 
area has voted in recent Pre.sidential elections. There is no 
mistaking a heavily Democratic from a heavily Republican 
district.” 
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The parallel between our voting and our economic status, 
hc‘ has observed, has remained so constant that the divisions 
are coming to he accepted as normal by politicians. And the 
politicians now tend to keep out of each otlier's way in their 
campaigning. This tendency to abandon the opponent's strong- 
hohls slionid speed the tiend toward an even more complete 
class stratification in American politics. 

One interesting paradox on this ric'h-poor axis of American 
politics is that the sons of fabulously wealthy families who 
aspire to high office have usually appeared as Democrats. 
The names of R(K)sevclt, Ilarriman, Biddle, Ladiman, and 
Kennedy come to mind. A noted pIutocTat who ran as a 
Republic'an, it seems, would be automatically suspect. Po¬ 
litical writfT Lt'o Egan reports that Nelson Rockefeller gave 
a great d(\il of thought to this hazard before finally deciding 
to run for Governor of New York on the Republican ticket. 
One Republic'an county boss warned him, “Only the Demo¬ 
crats can get away witli running somebody who has inherited 
a lot of money. 

R(X'keft‘ller ran, but he hedged. He sought to disassociate 
himself in an almost scandalous wav from the Republican 
labcd and from that party’s national policies and leaders. In 
some of his display advertisements, there was no mention at 
all of the fact that he haj^pentxl to be the Republican party’s 
nomincx'. He was running as plain Nelson Rockefeller. 

2, The (inccstrxf jacior. There is a strong tendency for 
descendants of early arrivals in America to be Republican 
and the descendants of later arrivals to be Democratic. This 
situation first developed in the decades after the Civil War 
when the new Rejniblican partv, reflecting the laissez-faire 
mood of the violentlv expanding country, became the favorite 
of the well-established. The Democrats found themselves re¬ 
cruiting voters among the newcomers and the less contented. 

The break point regarding newcomers appears to be in the 
1840’s, when the Irish began arriving in large numbers. They 
might be ( ailed our fir.st immigrants, Theyse who got here 
before then were “settlers” or slaves. The Iri.sh seemed so 
different because they were Catholic, and back home were 
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subjects of the English. Natives of other Catholic nations who 
followed, of course, were Itahan, Polish, Hungarian, etc. And 
tliere were also the large Jewish contingents. 

According to the Federal Council of Churches analysis of 
the 1944 elections, Catliohcs were 12 per cent more Demo¬ 
cratic than the nation as a whole. And Jewish voters were 
33 per cent more Democratic. Centers found Catliolics to be 
more inclined to radical solutions to national problems than 
the United States norm. The official Catholic policy, of course, 
has been vigorously anti-Comrnunist. 

.4mong the Protestant denominations, according to the 
Federal Council study, only the Baptists produced more 
Democratic than Republican voters. Methodism produced a 
slight preponderance of Republicans and the Lutlierans a 
substantial preponderance. The massive majorities of Repub¬ 
lican votes were produced by the Presbyterians, Episcopalians, 
and Congregationalists. 

T here has been a growing tendency in recent years for the 
tw’o national parties to play politic'S witli the ethnic blocs. 
They have set up divisions and committees to play upon the 
dissatisfactions of tlie various major ethnic groups. In this 
the Democrats, because of the ancestry factor, have had the 
best of it. But there have been exceptions. The Republicans 
were able to make sizable inroads with Italian-Americans after 
the Democratic Admini.stration declared war on Italy in World 
War II. And, in 1952, the Republicans won many Polish, 
Czech, and Hungarian votes by indicating tliat liberating 
Communist-held Poland, Hungaiy, and Czechoslovakia would 
be one of tlieir first concerns. The lessons of the 1956 Hun¬ 
garian revolution—when the Republican Administration re¬ 
frained from military intervention—largely wiped out this gain. 

3. The distance-from-cenler-of-city factor. In general, the 
closer one s home is to the center of a metropolitan area, the 
more likely he is to be Democratic. And the farther out you go 
toward exurbia (to use A. C. Spectorsky's phrase) and sur¬ 
rounding farmland, the more likely a person is to be Republi¬ 
can. 

Two forces appear to be at work to account for this. The 
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first is economic. The poorest houses, as weVe seen, tend to 
be those ringing the downtown arc'a; and the value and de¬ 
sirability of houses tend to increase eveiy quarter mile as you 
move outward. Also, home owning, in contrast to renting, in¬ 
creases. Nothing makes a person a Republican faster than 
ac^quiring a mortgage. 

As the waves of prospering urban masses from Democratic 
precinc'ts move outward into Repulilican country, they tend to 
become Republic'an. William H. Whyte, Jr., in his study of 
Park Forest, the Chicago suburb, found settlers there voting 
7 to 3 for (ieneral Eisenliower in ,1932 even though many had 
migrat(*d from Democratic districts in Chicago.Republicans 
delightedly attributed tliis change to the beneficial influence of 
eoimtiy' air. Whvte suggested that a more likely explanation 
was the striving of the newcomers to win acceptance by prov¬ 
ing they were politically safe and sound. Democrats tried to 
counteract the tendency by staging veiy proper teas, etc., to 
convinc*e the newc.‘omers that it was socially safe to remain a 
Democrat. 

As the Democratic newc'omers in the suburbs have become 
acclimated and found many people undergoing the same ad¬ 
justment as themselves, thev have tended to declare them¬ 
selves Democrats. The Women’s Activities Division of the 
Democratic' party reports that in seven suburban counties 
surrounding Boston, New York, and Wa.shington the Demo¬ 
crats showt'd quite uniform gains of 4 per cent in each county 
from 19.52 to 1956. But this mav just have been a part of the 
general swing away from the Republicans. A svmposium of 
Democratic women leaders came up with a proposal that ways 
be found to give the Democratic newcomers to tlie suburbs ‘‘‘a 
sense of belonging.” 

The second force that seems to be at work to produce more 
Republic ans and fewer Democrats as you move out from the 
center of a metropolis is the farmer vote (although in the late 
fifties this was becoming less and k^ss assuredly Republican). 
Farmers have traditionally voted Republican. Partly, perhaps, 
this is family habit. Partlv it is the farmer's faith in going it 
alone vs. tlie city dweller’s conviction that many of his prob- 



A Sociological Peek into the Voting Booth * 189 


lems are beyond the power of singlehanded solution and re¬ 
quire unified action. This tendency shows up even among 
Negroes. Although preponderantly Democratic, rural Negroes 
tend to be distinctly more conservative in their outlook than 
city Negroes. Farmers in recent years have liad to do a great 
deal of rationalizing to square their traditional faith in the 
leave-me-alone approach with their eagerness to receive fed¬ 
eral support for farm prices in our now more-ordess chronic 
times of glut. There is a growing suspicion that the foxy 
farmers arc rising above tradition and playing power politics 
in their voting. They have found they can ajq:)ly more leverage 
on fann policy if thev make sure that the same party—whether 
Republican or Democratic—is not in control of both the Ad¬ 
ministration and Congress. 

4. The egghead factor. If the person yon are tr)nng to 
diagnose politically is some sort of intellectual, the chances 
are 2 to I he is a Democrat. The intellectuals constitute the 
great exccj-ytion to the money factor. Many are at least moder¬ 
ately well off, earning $5,000 to $20,000; and yet do not turn 
Republican. Time magazine reported in 1958: “An over¬ 
whelming majority of the key reporters and pundits who write 
the day -to-day political stories for the U.S. newspapers, radio 
and television are down-the-line liberal Democrats.“ Other 
sources supply evidence that three quarters of the nation's 
social scientists are Democrats; and so are most literary 
figures and librarians. 

Why? Republicans are likely to say it just proves how 
muddleheaded, visionary, and impractical they are. The egg¬ 
heads themselves, of cour.se, like to think their choice is the 
result of intellectual deliberation. Possibly so, but other fac¬ 
tors also seem to be at work. Some of the eggheads subcon¬ 
sciously resent the fact that they seem as bright as (or brighter 
than) the prosperous busine.ssmen who are so fond of the GOP 
image but make much less money. Also, the eggheads can be 
more carefree on matters of public spending because they are 
not, as businessmen hkc to say, meeting a payroll. 

Personality factors also undoubtedly play a part. Intcdlec- 
tuals tend to glorify traits that are tlie opposite of those re- 
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fleeted by leading Repnl)li(‘aiis. Tlie Republican, wherever 
you find him, is likely to cherish such traits as orderliness, 
respectability, practicality, sell-achievement. And he is fairly 
likely to take a waiw view of the outside world. Eggheads, in 
contrast, tend to ch(‘ri.sh siu'h traits as nonconformity, play¬ 
fulness, vv(n Idlint'ss, bias for th(‘ underdog, and even untidi¬ 
ness. (>bserv(as who liave spent a great deal of time visiting 
Republican and DenuK'ratic campaign headquarters around 
the country find the Republicans’ characteristically more neat 
and businesslike. 

At any rat(‘, for the egghead, being a Democrat is the chic 
and daring thing to do. 

In recent years, some Republican leaders have shown signs 
of regretting their party’s traditional policy of scorning egg¬ 
heads. Around J956, in fac't, the Republicans rather plaintively 
exprcssc'd c'oncern that they were not loved by eggheads and 
set out-not too succ‘esstully—to win this love, perhaps to 
enlist their luflp in trying to communicate effectively with the 
pul)]ic'. 'Flieir coiu'crn was practical. Even though numerically 
eggheads don’t <'ount for much in the national picture, a few 
sharp-witted eggheads c>n )our sidey like a few millionaires, 
can go a long way in helping along a campaign. 

The four factors thus far cited—monev, ancestr)y distance 
of home from center of city, and eggheadedness—can, viewed 
in combination, give you an excellent hunch as to the way 9 
out of 10 Americans will vote. If most of the factors point 
in the same direction, your chances of coming up with a cor¬ 
rect guess are esj^ecially good. Lazarsfeld found in a study of 
voting in the Sandusky, Ohio, area that 90 per cent of the 
Catholic laborers living within the city limits voted Demo¬ 
cratic while 75 per cent of prosperous Protestant fanners 
voted Republican. 

As Catholics prosper and rise on the economic scale, they 
tend to become Republican. Many affluent Irish and German 
Catholics are Republicans. Still, Catholic executives with 
$15,000 salaries, while far more likely to be Republican than 
Catholic steelworkers, are not as likely to be Republican as 
Protestant executives sitting in the next office and also earn- 
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ing $15,000. According to one study, while only 30 yier cent 
ol Protestants above the working-class level are Democratic, 
45 per cent of Catholics above tliis level are Democratic. 
Perhaps we can summarize tins situation by sayiiig that Catho¬ 
lics have to l^ecome richen- than Protestants do before they 
suddcjily realize that they aie not Democrats at all but really 
Hcpiiblicans at heart. 

When you see a person of clearly upper-class economic 
status who is a liberal politically, the cha^c(^s are high that 
he IS not fully accepted socially by the upper classes. He is not 
acce])ted because (4 ihc' handicap of ancestry or other com¬ 
plicating factors. Gerhard E. Lenski, sociologist at the Uni¬ 
versity of Michigan, made a study of people who are held 
bac k from full social acc eptance by their economic peers be¬ 
cause of ethnic or other background factors. These people, 
he found, tend to be in an ambiguous positioTi socially. They 
frecyuently encounter rc^buHs and embarrassments. And, he 
noted, they tend to support liberal political movements in 
the hope of somehow modifying “the existing social order 
which they often come to view as the soiuce of their diffi¬ 
culties.*”^ 

This factor, which Lenski calls “low status crystallization,” 
helps account for the strong liberal tendencies, previously 
noted, of Jewish people. If you judged them by ihcur ecemomic 
position alone, they should be mostly on the side of Repub¬ 
lican ism-conservatism. 

Thus we see counter-pressures pushing people one way and 
the other on the conservative-liberal scale. The four factors 
Tve thus far cited will, in most cases, suggest a definite politi¬ 
cal inclination that can be accepted as a reasonably safe 
assumption. When the counter-pressures of status balance out 
so neatly tliat the persem is left near the center of the 
political spectrum in his inclinations, a final fact(^r can usually 
resolve the confusion as to which lever the hand will firmly 
grasp. 

5. The frustration-boredom factor. This final element, al¬ 
though not a status factor, arises largely from the voter’s own 
life, and is becoming more significant with each campaign. 
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It worLs to the disadvantage of any party in control of the 
naliona] Administration for more than two years. 

The atomic stalemate helps account for the frustration part 
of it. American voters and columnists alike bemoan the 
'‘eternal shilly-sliallying over foreign poHcy,” to use the phrase 
of one columnist. With the world split into two massive camps, 
this shilly-shallying is likely to contimie—short of a generalized 
nuclear searing of the planet—into the indefim'te future. 
Americans are accustomed to setting disagreeable situations 
straight in a hurry. Since this is no longer feasible, our foreign- 
policy makers, whoe^ver they happen to be at the moment, arc 
likely to be the butt of our irritations. The result is a yearning 
—more intensive with each year an Administration stays in 
office—for a housecleaning and new faces. 

Another factor conditioning the public to yearn for "new 
faces” is tlie growing tendency of voters to be bored with any 
face thc'V'Ve seen around on the billboards before. Advertising 
has c'onditioned the public to expect new models and to desire 
to trade in the old. 

The tendency, then, is for those voters near the center of 
the political spcx'trum, as a result of a balancing of status 
factors, to vote for the appealing face, and to vote against the 
party that has been in control of the Administration, faces 
being ccpial. And the longer the party has been in power, the 
more compelling this urge becomes. 

Both parties, it is being frequently observed, are coming 
to look more and more alike to the voter. This is because both 
know victory lies in swaying the political neuters in the middle 
of the spectrum. (Meyst frequently, these neutral voters tend 
to be members of the limited-success class—skilled workers 
and white-collar workers.) 

In their soliciting, both parties—and especially their public- 
relations consultants—are convinced they must offer these 
swing voters a new look and fresh personalities to counteract 
the boredom-frustration factor. Even the Democrats after the 
1958 landslide agreed, according to Newsweek, that they 
would do w^ell to pin their faith on new faces. It also appeared 
more and more obvious that sex appeal should be taken into 
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acwunt because of the larger women's vote. Life magazine, 
commenting on the Democratic sweep, noted that the plus 
(pialities ol the Democrats at the polls were the yonthhil look 
and .sex appeal of candidates. It described one Democratic 
victor as looking like a “blond Greek god.” Another was re¬ 
ported to he hard on the “hormones” of ladies. And it (pioted 
one woman voter in Wyoming as saying she got a “buzz” 
ju.st from watching the handsome young Democrat running 
(suc'c'essfully) for governor. With television bec'oming such a 
decisive factor, candidates with lean, young faces were favored 
bec'ause TV tends to latten and age a face, fames Heston of 
TJtc N(’to York Times reportc'd aflc'r the 1958 votes were in 
that the professional politicians were staiiing to show an 
“almost pathological fascination” with any candidate who is 
“good” on television. And Newswe ek reported that the White 
House had come up with a plan for rebuilding tlie GOP. It 
reported, “The plan: Get more of the party’s younger, atti*ac- 
tive office holders on televi.sion,” 

As tile situation now stands in mid-century America, former 
successful candidates who lacked the toothpaste-ad look such 
as Abraham Linc‘oln, John Adams, George Washington, John 
Galhouii, William Howard Taft, and Herbert Hoover would 
find C’ampaigning a pretty di.sconraging business. 

While at tlie University of Wi.scousin recently, I came upon 
the trail of a political-science major, Jim Wimmer, who has 
earned a reputation in the Midwest as a “political prodigy.” 
He conducted the c‘ampaign that put the first Democrat (a 
handsome, forthright, young family man) in the Wisconsin 
governor’s chair in two decades. The blunt views ol this young 
political expert on the trend in United States politicos are 
illuminating. He states that he has noticed a new type coming 
into prevalence among the younger political leaders: “a per¬ 
sonality that is very cold and calculating. These men are not 
fire-eating leaders in the image of the Roosevelts or ‘old’ Bob 
LaFollette, but are superb technicians.” 

Talking of the evident new trend of voters to vote for per¬ 
sonalities rather than issues, he states: “I think probably the 
most important thing a politician can do, under our present 
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system, is to establish a public personality, rather than estab¬ 
lish a set of issues/' In appealing to the voters, particularly the 
middle-of-the-spectrum voters, he says, both parties take 
public stances pretty close together, lie calls it "‘middle-of- 
the-road mediocrity." 

Concerning the assumed superior political acuity of his own 
generation of recent college graduates, Wimmer said: “Those 
that graduate from college generally enter the ranks of the 
Republican party: their wariness of the Democratic paiTy is 
almost amusing. Actually, tl\ev ditler very little from the rest 
of our society: they make decisions more on the basis of 
imagery than on thought." 

As for the long-glorified typical American voter and his 
recent surge to the polls in record-breaking numbers, Wimmer 
stated: “I believe that the American voter is not interested in 
the issues of today; he is as sluggish as the political system. 
Larger numbers of the voters turn out, not because of interest, 
but rather because tlie mass media have constantly drummed 
into their heads the notion that they should vote." 

In short, they vote pretty much as they go to church. Its 
the thing to do. 

And they have, for the most part, accepted Groupthiiik 
while posing as the thoughtful, i.ssue-weighing voter-citizens 
so glowingly depicted on the billboards. I think we could feel 
better about tlie democratic process as it is practiced in the 
United States if voters in general would start looking beyond 
personalities and predispositions, and make searching analyses 
of the core issues involved and the commitments of the 
candidates. 
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the molding of tender wninds 


. » there are more bright children in lower cIoas 
fatnilies than in middle class families because the 
lower class has more children. ... It is of great 
importance to stimulate and encourage those able 
boys and girls, [^4**] the schotd • . . speaks a 
language foreign to the bulk of the lower group,’* 

—I.EE J. CRONBACH, University of Illinois. 

Cj.ass differences begin in the cradle, white-collared 
mothers are likely to make quite a personal drama of being a 
new mother and lavish their baby with protective love. The 
working-class mother is likely to have mixed feelings. She'll 
matter-of-fact witli occasionid spontaneous expressions of 
joyous love. 

Interviewers for the Chicago Tribune in a motivational 
study asked young mothers to state the first thought that 
leaped into their minds when the interviewer said the word 
'‘baby." Women in the upper half of tfie population would 
make such exclamations as “darling," “mother,” or “.sweet." 
Those in the lower half were more likely to say “pain in the 
neck" or “darling but a bother." 

During the first years of life when, psychiatrists say, our 
personality is largely molded, youngsters in the lowest cla.ss 
learn to do what comes naturally. They are breast fed when¬ 
ever tliey feel in the mood for a nip. They learn bowel and 
bladder training in a permissive way. As you move up into the 
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liiglier levels of the ’working class and into tlie limited-success 
class, you encounter much more elfort to exert control and 
guidance, according to studies made by a mmiber of sociolo¬ 
gists at the University of Chicago. l"or examyile, mothers of 
this class begin to train their babies in bowel control at the age 
of about seven and a halt months, or nearly three months be¬ 
fore the lower-class mothers do. interestingly, final success is 
achieved by both sets ol mothers at approximately the same 
age level, eighteen months. Apparently it is just physiologically 
impossible for most youngsters to achieve control earlier. 
Interestingly, too, boys are slower than girls in both groups in 
learning controi. 

The more success-conscious motliers at the somewhat higher 
level also begin earlier than women in tlic low er level in trying 
to wean their babies. One possible result of this is that twice 
as much thumb sucking was observed among their children 
as among children of the lower group. 

These mothers at the higher level also work much harder 
at training their children to le.strain their emotions and to 
accept responsibilities around the house. Training to “make 
good” begins early. 

One result of all the training is tliat at least the middle- 
class child appears to be more orderly, organized, and in¬ 
hibited tlian his counteipart in the lower classes. A compara¬ 
tive study of tlie reactions of four-year-olds of “middle” and 
“lower” classes in the Boston-Cambridge area to finger paint¬ 
ing is illuminating. The lower-class youngsters dived in, 
seemed to enjoy messing with the paint. Higher-level young¬ 
sters were more inclined to hold back from dabbling in the 
paint, and when they did they tended to do it daintily. 

As you go up into upper-middle-class (or semi-upper) 
families, you find, according to investigators Eleanor Maccoby 
and Patricia Gibbs, some parental relaxation, at least in terms 
of expressing hostility, toilet training, and sexual curiosity. 

When toddlers grow into youngsters, the class differences 
become more clear-cut. Three sociologists focused their scru¬ 
tiny on a one-half-square-mile area in Chicago that was chosen 
because it included Uie whole class gamut of families from 
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real lower to real upper. All the youngsters thus had access 
to tlie same community facilities: movies, libraries, play¬ 
grounds, Y.M.C.A., boy Scouts, parks, churches, settlement 
houses. All children in three grades (fifth to seventh) in a 
loc al school were asked to keep diaries of their daily activities. 
An analysis of these diaries revealed that, out of school, the 
youngsters from the lower classes lived in a world laigely 
diflerent from that of the so-called middle classes.^ After 
school Xhe\ went to the clubs and centers specifically designed 
for the so-called underprivileged. They spent mucli time at 
the movies, and they tended to have considerable freedom to 
roam and to come and go at home. 

fn contra.st, youngsters at the higher level spent much of 
their time at sell-improvement activities such as taking lessons 
and reading, indicating the future-mindedness of themselves 
and their parents. And they took part in great numbers in 
Y.M.C.A. and Boy Scout activities. In Elmtown, Ilollingshead 
found the two upper classes had ten times as m;my voungsters 
in the Boy Scouts, in proportion to the number eligible, as 
did his Class IV, predominantly working class. And in the 
Camp Fire Girls, the proportional representation was about 
20 to 1 in favor of the upper classes. 

In another laboratory town, Plainville, U.S.A., sociologist 
James West was repeatedly told that “you don't find any 
classes here," Classes were felt to be “wrong.” And children 
from better-class homes, he found, were cautioned repeatedly 
“never to show” they “feel any different” from the lower-class 
youngsters in town. Yet the parents were constantly admonish¬ 
ing the children in ways that showed the diff erences were very 
much on their owm minds. The parents of the “better class” 
warned their children not to play with “people hke that” 
(lower-class children)." For example; 

“You don't want to play with Johnny Jones. People like that 
don't know how to play right. The Joneses keep hounds . . . 
are dirty . . . live back in the timber . . . don't go to church 
. . . are not our kind . . . people would laugh if they saw 
you at the Jones house.” 

The lower-class parents tried their best to prepare their 
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children for the rebuffs they knew would come. They told 
their youngsters: 

‘Tou’re just as good as anyone. ... I wouldn’t want to go 
where I wasn’t wanted.” Slights received children are ex¬ 
plained with: "‘They’re stuck up, uppity people . . . cold people 
. . , they have no inaniKas . . . they’re church hypocrites.” And 
the youngsters are furnished witli compensatory thoughts: 
“You know liow to shoot and traj) better than any Smith boy; 
you could outfight any Smith boy vour size.” 

In the disciplining of children, class differences also appear. 
Among the lower clas.ses, the youngster deemed to be guilty 
of serious misbehavior is flogged or de])rived of privileges. 
And the punislmicnt is most likely to be administc'red lyy the 
father. When you get up into the .so-called middle cla.s.ses, tlie 
mother is likely to dominate in the disciplining. Father, who 
typically gets home late from business, is likely to busy himself 
ti-ying to prove in the few fleeting moments available with 
children that he is a real pal. At this level, the punishment 
most commonly inflicted is withdrawal of love. 

Penn State's sociologist Arnold W. Green relates that he 
spent several years in a predominantly Polish-American indus¬ 
trial town in Massachu.sctts. The streets of dilapidated row 
houses rang with the screams and wails of youngsters being 
flogged by fathers tr\dng to enforce obedience upon cliildren 
contemptuous of their parent.s’ Old World ways. Yet, Oeen 
points out, “those children do not become neurotics. Why? 
Because parental authority, however harsh and brutal, is in a 
sen.se casual and external to the ‘core of the self.''' 

Green points, in contra.st, to the incidence of neuroses 
among voungsters reared in “Protestant, urban, college-edn- 
catfxl middle-class” homes where a hand may never be laid 
on the children in anger. Such children, he points out, often 
find their per.sonalitv absorbed by their parents. There is 
often a “physical and emotional blanketing of the child, bring¬ 
ing about a slavish dependence on the parents.”'^ 

'the mother, in particular, may “absorb” the child's person¬ 
ality as her life may be dominated by care of the child. In 
cases v'here the child actually is a bother and a burden to a 
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man and wife because it interferes with their dominant values 
and compulsions—career, social and economic success, hedo¬ 
nistic enjoyment—withdrawal of love occurs for prolonged 
periods, or indefinitely. The child is tlirown into a panic and 
develojxs guilt feelings. Other investigators point out that 
parents ol the major white-collar classes continually seek to 
arouse in the child a fear of losing parental love as a tech- 
ni(|ue in training the child. 

“In such a child,” Green points out, “a disapproving glance 
may produce more terror than a twenty-minute lashing in 
little Stanislaus Wojcik.” 

Growing youngsters, we should al.so note, develop different 
life values, according to their class. The m(xst impressive in¬ 
vestigation in this regard is a study of the personalities of 
flaivau'd fre.shmen conducted by Harvard p.sychologist Charles 
C. Mc Arthur. By using thematic apperception tests, he sought 
to find if there was a fundamcuital difference between upper- 
class boys coming from private schools and boys from the 
‘'middle classes” coming from public high schools. 

The public-school boys—reflecting tlie dominant success 
culture of America—saw their father as a figure they were ex¬ 
pected to .surpass occupationally. The.se boys were oriented to 
doing, to a(.'compIishing. To them, the signific’ant time dimen¬ 
sion is the future. They see college as a road to success. 

The upper-class, private-school boys, in contrast, were ori¬ 
ented to being rather than doing. They expected to be evalu¬ 
ated for what they already were. And in terms of time, the 
important dimension was the past. Such a boy accepts his 
father as a model who probably was so successful that there is 
no point in .striving to surpass him. Going to college, to this 
boy, offers the opportunity to live out his predetermined life 
role of a gentleman. And his collegiate interests center around 
the club and around congenial friends he will find there. As 
for collegiate study, his goal in marks is likely to be "the 
gentleman’s C,” which shows he is above striving. He knows 
that, for him, college grades have little relevance to his future 
career. 

Psychologists, meanwhile, are finding that the lower classes 
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are oriented to the present, the here right now. The people in 
the lower classes are tlie hedonists. They show little interest in 
thrift. They live for living's sake because tomorrow, if it ever 
comes, will probably be tougher. Tliis contrasts with the pre- 
vailing white-collar youtli’s attitude of proper behavior and 
straining to make a nice impression, in surveying these two 
states of mind, Lee J. Cronbach, one of the nation’s leading 
educational psychologists, asks of our educators: 

“Can the school be sure that punctuality and self-control 
and effort are better values than casualncss and self-expression 
and enjoyment of the moment?”'^ 

With that blunt question in mind, let us turn to the role of 
our educational system in creating and nuriuring and coping 
with class differences. First, the public schools. 

America’s public schools are often said to be a force for 
democracy. And when compared with private schools, they 
undoubtedly are. At the elementarv level, the public schools 
often are class melting pots, particularly in old-fashioned-t)q')e 
communities that embrace the spectrum of income groups. 
But as Bevode McCall points out: “It is a fallacy to say that 
we have mass education in this countiy.” Even the public 
schools reflect tlie class feelings of the teaching staff, parents, 
and school board. 

By the time youngsters reach the senior-high-school level, 
two of the five major social classes have pretty well disap¬ 
peared from the picture. The. youngsters from the upper class 
have to a large extent gone off to private schools (particularly 
% in the East). And virtually all youngsters from the real lower 
class—and in many towns most of the working class—have quit 
school. Only a little more than half of all adolescents ever 
complete work for a high-school diploma. 

Youngsters, by the time they reach the fifth or sixth grade, 
have absorbed the social-class origins of their playmates, and 
know whom they shouldn’t associate with, except on a polite 
basis. A mother in Fairfield County, Connecticut, relates that 
she heard her ten-year-old daughter say to another ten-year- 
old girl that one member of their class couldn’t “get into 
dancing school because she is a Jew.” 
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Awareness of the social status of one's classmates becomes 
more intenst* as the youngster gets into junior high school and 
starts dating. The lower-class youngster, almost universally 
looked d(^wn upon, often bec‘omes a “problem” student, and 
t)'pieally counts the days until he can legally quit. Once he 
quits, ol course, his class status is likely to be frozen for life. 
The Institute for Sex Research, for example, has found that 
the level at which one terminates one’s formal schoohng is the 
most prec'ist' single indicator of social level. 

With most of the upper class gone off to private schools, the 
student bodies of our higli sc hools are dominated by the semi- 
U]3per- (or upper-middle-) cTiss youngster. And as McCall 
points out: “TeachcTS tend to kowtow to upper-middle-class 
children.” Middle-class parents tc'nd to be firm allies of the 
teachers bec ause the^y are eager for their children to gt^t ahead. 
Being human, the teachers like this. In contrast, lower-cla.ss 
parents tend to view teachers as authority figures and ap¬ 
proach thcan, if they must, warily. The teachers, again being 
human—and often untrained in class behavior pattems—react 
negatively. 

In manv sc'hools, the youngsters from the higher-prestige 
families form tight cliques. An eightli-grade teac’her in a Con- 
necticait school voic'ed to me her discouragement because she 
had in her liome room “a snippy little clique of girls” from the 
upper level of classes “who outlaw everyone who doesn’t seem 
to belong to their group and do what they do.” One girl in 
the c‘lie[ue fell by the wayside because her parents neglected 
to send her to dancing school, “She was dropped from every¬ 
thing,” the teacher relates. 

The public schools of America are in general not only domi¬ 
nated by upper-middle-cla.ss thinking but make intensive—if 
unwitting—efforts to reinforce values cherished by such classes. 
Efforts are made to hammer proper grammar into the minds 
and speech of the lower-class youngster even though his use 
of such proper language in his own neighborhood will cause 
neighbors to snicker and call him a sissy. The school, as 
Cronbach points out, afso stresses that all right-thinking citi¬ 
zens concern themselves with social problems, government 
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policies, and world affairs. Typically, the father of a lower- 
class youngster takes either a dim or indifferent view of all 
sucli preoccupatiems. 

The most illuminating study ev^er made of the role of social 
class in our public sc hools unc|nestionably is that of llollings- 
head in Elmtown. He spent the better part of two years min¬ 
gling witJi that town's school children, teachers, and parents. 
He found the high-school youths had a good understanding of 
the class .system, and (juotcxl an cider citizen as siiyiiig: “These 
high scTiOol kids know what is what, and who is who; we 
don't fool them any.”'^ 

Hollingshead notes tliat the governing structure of the 
towji's school system was class-oriented. To become a member 
of the board of education, he found, there are some informal 
ground rules. The only people considered for tiie board were 
those wiio owned y')roperty, were Republican, were Protestant, 
and were approved by Rotary. Thc^ board reflected, he found, 
the interests of the big propeity owners, who w anted to keep 
taxes down and were ccjiivinced that all youngsters of the 
Icnver class and many in the working class would ncjt benc^fit 
from a higli-schoo) education. Hollingshead found many cases 
where teacfiers had c‘atered to the towm’s more prominent 
families and cited that of one elderly woman teacher who was 
adored by the two upper ciasses and detested and distrusted 
by many in the three lower classes. They felt she graded with 
one eye on Society. The head of Elmtown’s most socially 
prominent family praised this teacher because “she teaches 
every^ child in a different way; she knows each one’s back¬ 
ground and treats it accordingly.” (Other studies have found 
that virtually all public-school teachers are of “middle-class"* 
origin.) 

In the .student council, too, the children from the better 
families were found in double their strength in the student 
body. 

'Phe course of study a student chose in high school w^as 
considered a gcjod indicator of status. Students told Ilollings- 
head you couldn’t “rate” if you took the commercial course, 
and were somewhat handicapped if you took the general 
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course. The great V)u]k of the .students of the two lower classes 
took those courses; the two top classes greatly favored the 
co]Icge-])reparatory course. One girl said that youngsters in 
coIk‘ge-preparatory courses of study set themselves up as au¬ 
tomatically better than everyone else and pretty much ran tlie 
place. 

W. Lloyd Warner's group found much the same situation in 
Yankee (a'ty and noted tliat even “the percentage of each class 
who took the Latin course declines witli lower position in the 
class hierarchy.”*^ 

To return to Elmtown, Ilollingshcad also found that young¬ 
sters bom the to]^ classes seldom miss a high-school dance or 
athletic event while most of tlie two lower-class youngsters 
said they attended few or none of them. 

Bevode McCall relates that in Lansing, Michigan, football 
stars from tlie working class said they could get dates with 
“anybody” during the football season but not in between 
seasons. McCall has concluded that rejection by pojnilar girls 
in the dating competition inspires many of the boys from the 
lower half of the economic scale to quit school. Class differ¬ 
ences start becoming marked when interest in the other sex 
begins, because dating in the teens is tlie major basis of popu¬ 
larity. McCall states that youngsters from the lower classes 
“get excluded and drop out. It's not just intelligence.” 

Cronbach makes much the siune point. Diflerences of in¬ 
telligence between the youngsters from the lower classes and 
tlio.se from what he calls the middle classes are j)erceptiblc on 
an average but only slightly so. The higher-level youngsters 
.show slightly more intellectual readiness for reading, perhaps 
because of environmental advantages they have had. lie adds 
that the diflerences are unimportant because individually 
many in tlie lower classes are brighter tlian many in the 
middle range. This fact shows up in a study of vocabulary at 
the fourteen-year level. Youngsters at the working-class level 
(upper-lower) showed a range in word knowledge of from 
18,000 to 60,000 words; youngsters in tlie semi-upper or 
upper middle class showed a range of from 35,000 to 57,000 
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words. While the j^ooresl students were in the working class, 
so were the briglitestJ 

Of Anieiic as 39,{)(K),000 scliool-age yonngsters, about three 
quarters of a inillioii (or 2 j^er cent) go to private schools 
rather than ])ublic' (u* parochial schools. The private or “inde¬ 
pendent” schools that are near the farnil)^ lioine are called 
“day schools” and cost about $650 a year on the average; 
those to which the youngster is sent away are known as 
“boarding sc‘hools” and cost about $2,(H)0 a year. The exclusive' 
private school offcas a student social polish, somewhat more 
indiviciual attention than in a public school, discipline, and an 
education that is sometimes .superior Vnit vctv often inierior 
to that available Ircv of charge at a good public' school. 

The United States .soc'iologist who has looked most searc'h- 
ingly at the private sc hool is E. Digbv baltzell. Me is liimself 
a graduate of St. Paul’s, one of the mo.st elite of New England’s 
Episcopal l)oarding schools. 

Baltzell states that the private schools—along with the Ivy 
League universities—“serve the soc'iological function of differ¬ 
entiating the upjier class in Americ'a frcnn the rest of the 
population.” Thev ac'culturate “the members of the younger 
generation, especially those not c]uite to the manor born, into 
an upper c'lass style* of life.”'^ As American cities have ex¬ 
panded over the decades, it has bec ome harder and harder in 
nietrcq'>cditan areas for a wealthy family to exstablish eliteness 
on the basis of family lineage (as it C'an still be done in smaller 
cities where everybody knows who is really who). One result 
of this is the growing importance of going to a proper private 
school. Baltzell makes the point tliat the fashicmable schools 
have become in a sen.se family surrogates or substitutes dedi¬ 
cated to training a national upper class. The private school is 
ccjming to loom larger than the family coat of arms in deter¬ 
mining whether a young person is qualified to be accepted in 
the real up])er circles. 

What kind of families feel impelled to pay the extra $2,000 
a year to send their growing voungster away from the family 
hearth at a relatively tender age to boarding school? Baltzell 
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foiiiul that a majority of tho young lads at St. PaviFs in a recent 
year were descendant.s of alumni. migfit refine the situa¬ 
tion somewhat. While hoarding-school youngsters eoine from 
all sorts of homes—including a few humble ones, for seasoning 
—the vast majority of students who are accepted appear to fall 
into one of these six categories: 

L D<\seendajits of wealthy alumni. 

2. Descendants of once-prosperous alumni who have come 
into diffi(‘nlt times. These youngsters, knowTi to “have the 
stnfl in them,” fie(|u<mtlv receive favored treatment when 
scholarships are awarded. Haltzell gained the impression that 
most of tlie scholarships awarded at such familistic schools as 
Croton and St, Paul’s go to hoys from “impecunious upper- 
class families,” 

3. Oil.spring of the new rich, too successful to be ignored. 
3'licse yonngsUas need to h(^ given a proper background so 
thev can he a ei edit to the upper class. 

4. Maladjusted or emotionally threatened youngsters from 
upper or semi-upper homes whose j)arcnts are separated, 
quarreling, or frecjuently away from home. 

5. Exceptionally promising youngsters from moderate-in¬ 
come families who live in distric'ts served by jniblie schools 
that are poorly staffed or that draw most of their students 
from the two low^er clas.ses. 

6. Children of ambitious .semi-upper-class families .seeking 
to improve their status or put it on a permanent basis. 

The American-Canadian team of social scientists studying 
the sul)urban town they called Crestwood Heights interviewed 
a foilliright mother who appeared to fall in the last category. 
She planned to send her daughter to a certain private school, 
she said, even though she felt the teaching standards were 
“much higher” at the local public schools. The best svstem, she 
had concluded, was to let vour children get a ^"good academic 
grounding” in the public schools and then “finish at a private 
school and get the social graces.” She planned to send her 
daughter, later, to private school “not becau.se I think it is 
better for her but because I think it is sociallv nenessarv.”® 

Interestingly, the really rich—the families who count their 
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dollar wealth in the tens of millions—favor public schools for 
their children, j^erhaps to keep in touch witli reality. Fortune 
magazine lound in a survey ol the super-mnltiinillionaires that 
41 per cent of the very rich used public schools for their chil¬ 
dren wliile 3b per cent used private canes, (d’he rest nsc'd both.) 

There appear also to be n^gional variations in the likelihood 
of families sending children to private sc'hools. Pro-spcTing 
families in the Northeast who wish to indicate their good 
breeding tend to think that a private-school education for their 
children is almost mandatory. (They typically explain the 
move, however, on the grounds that local public schools are 
inadecjuate for their child.) On the other hand, virtually all 
the uppcr-inccane famili(*s of the North Shore above Chicago 
send their children to the very tine local public sc'hools. d'he 
wealthy families in Palm Springs, California, likewise virtually 
all send their children to the local public schools. 

There are about three thousand private schools in America. 
Each city has its fashionable day schools for the early ages. 
Baltzcll found in his invexstigation that the fcdlowing sixteen 
leading Protestant boarding schools for young men “set the 
pac'e and bore the brunt"’ of criticism received by private 
.schools for their so-called “snobbish” and “un-democratic” 
values, at least as of the focus period of his study 

New ENCLANt>— Episcopae 
St. Paul’s 
St. Mark’s 
C niton 
St. George’s 
Kent 

New England—Non-denominational 
Exeter 
Andover 
Taft 

Hotchkiss 
Choate 
M iddlesex 
Deerfield 
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MroDLE AND Southern States 
Lawrenceville 
Hill 

Episcopal High School 
Woodbury Forest 

Another school that probably sliould be included in the list 
of leading boarding stliools is Milton Academy. 

The five Episcoj')al schools plus Middlesex are considered 
most fashionable in most circles. They are sometimes jovially 
relerred to as “St. Grottlesex.” 'I'hey tend to be paternalistic 
and their staffs supervis(‘ most of the details of the lads* lives. 
In contrast, Baltzell points out, the two oldest and richest 
schools, Exeter and Andover, are least exclusive socially, and 
stress self-reliance. Interestingly, Exeter graduates tend in 
overwhelming number to go to Harvard University while 
m()r(^ graduates of Andover go to Yale. 

The Hatches, in their study of newspaper accounts of lead¬ 
ing society weddings in New York, found that the private 
schools most frequently listed for the groom, in descending 
order, were: St. Paul’s, Groton, Hotclildss, Ajidover, Taft, 
Poinfret, Exeter. 

As for tlie girls, those who hope to move into proper social 
circles must by any means necessary bec'ome accepted at a 
school acceptable to local society. Typically, party lists 
planned by proper parents for their youngsters are drawn 
from, or checked against, school-enrollment lists. And most of 
tlie schools, aware of tlieir role in screening future socialites, 
demand students whose fathers have commanding business 
positions, have membership in proper clubs, and have proper 
addresses. In the East, among tlie schools carrying the greatest 
social authority are these ten: The Masters in Dobbs Ferry, 
New York; St. Timothy’s in Stevenson, Maryland; Ethel 
Walker in Simsbury, Connecticut; Westover in Middlebury, 
Connecticut; Miss Porter’s in Farmington, Connecticut; Fox- 
croft in Middleburg, Virginia; Abbot Academy in Andover, 
Massachusetts; Chatliam Hall in Chatham, Virginia; Baldwin 
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ill 13iyn Mavvr, Pennsylvania; tlie Madeira School, outside 
Washington, D.C. 

Attendance at a proper private sc hool is virtually mandatory 
for the girl who hopes to make a real debut. C)1 twenty-nine 
girls presented to society bv the elite Las Madrinas in Los 
Angeles in J958, tvventy-scwen were Inirn piivate schools. And 
of tlie tuaaity-seven in private schools, eighteen were from 
Marlborough, the school detailed there to have the most social 
prestige. 

At the private schools—for males or females—the stuchaits 
arc taught how^ to dance and dress and talk and comport tliem- 
selvcs. On the school rolls and aimouncernents, a boy is not 
Kudy Sandringham as he might be listed in a jiublic school. 
Pie is Rudolph Culbrith Sandringham 111. Arrangements are 
frequently made by the scRool stall to see that heterosexual 
contacts are of the impec‘cable type. Lhe entire student body 
of a proper lioys' school may be invited to the dance or play 
of a girls' scPiool. 

Non-proper outsiders often have the notion that students 
who go away to fashionable private schools live there in pam¬ 
pered luxury. That is hardly the case. The emphasis typically 
is on the simple, austere life. Girls often are recjuired to wear 
some sort of graceless uniform, or at least a jacket. The inves¬ 
tigators of Cre.stwood Heights suggest this is to remind the 
girls that they are serving a sort of cocoon-like apprenticeship 
before they burst forth as butterflies of femininity to challenge 
their mothers. At the schools, much is made of the “demo¬ 
cratic" atmosphere. Everybody is equal in this segregated or 
hothouse-ty^pe democracy. The ostentation and status striving 
and snubbing that might be encountered at a public school 
are frowned upon. Worldly possessions such as a car or radio 
frequently are banned. You can't tell a millionaire's son from 
a billionaire's. The students may even be required to sleep on 
hard mattresses. 

The American boarding schools are modeled after the Eng¬ 
lish “public" schools such as Eton, which for long trained the 
British ruling class. Baltzell suggests, however, that perhaps 
the American schools have imitated the British schools only 
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superficially, at the polish level. The British schools have 
produced polished geutlemen but they have also produced 
great statesmen, men who paid the debt of special privilege 
bv public service. Precious few of the products of American 
private schools have become great statesmen or jurists. Rare 
exceptions: Franklin D. Roosevelt and Dean Acheson. Less 
than 1 per cent of the graduates even enter public service at 
all. Tens of thousands, on the other hand, have drifted, as if 
beckoned by destiny, into brokerage, banking, coiporate law, 
and executive offices, preferably on Wall Street. 

Many prep-school students tend, when they go on to 
college, to be uninspired students despite the cramming they 
have got in the prep schools. Unmotivated to study, they have 
been content with the gentleman's C. (Also, many have been 
so intensively supeiwised at prep school that they haven’t 
learned the self-discipline and self-starting required to excel 
at a college where they are on their own.) This has created a 
problem for the I\y League colleges, which have traditionally 
favored the qualified sons of alumni, who mostly attend prep 
schools. This favoritism is probably reasonable since, being 
private institutions, they arc to a large extent dependent upon 
gifts of wealthy alumni. In recent years, with the great rise in 
collegiate admission standards resulting from the growing de¬ 
mand for college facilities, the I\y League colleges have taken 
more and more of the bright, success-oriented “hustlers” from 
the nation’s public high schools. In 1958, Princeton finally 
became a predominantly public-school-educated institution. 
The public-high-school graduates tend to do better scholas¬ 
tically than the private-school graduates. One explanation 
given is that private-school graduates, not motivated to strive, 
frequently do not live up to the promise of their college-board 
examinations. 

This lack of striving by many prep-school products poses a 
dilemma for Princeton officials. The editor of Princeton’s 
Alumni Weekbj points out that it would be “imprudent” of 
Princeton, in view of its dependence upon gifts from alumni, 
to “isolate itself from the upper classes” by ainitting too many 
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non-lT high-school graduates. lie urged a harder search of tlie 
prej:) schools for better scholars. 

Whether you are a pulilic-school boy or a preppie, there are 
clear advantages to going to an Ivy League college (rather 
than to just any university). Baltzell puts the advantage in 
overwhelming terms for people who aspire to the upper class. 
He says: 'It is more advantageous, socially, and economically, 
to have graduated from Harvard, Yale or Princeton with a low 
academic standing than to have been a Phi Beta Kappa at 
some less fashionable institution.”^^ 

Ernest Havemann and Patricia Salter West put the advan¬ 
tage of going to oiu; of these Big Three in dollar terms. In 
their study of 10,000 graduates of American colleges, they 
found that graduates of these three colleges (then averaging 
$7,365 a year) were earning $1,200 more a year than gradu¬ 
ates of other Ivy League schools, $2,000 more than the 
graduates of seventeen technical colleges, $2,200 more than 
graduates of the Big Ten, and $3,000 more than graduates of 
“all other Midwest colleges.(The fact that the Princeton- 
Yale-Harvard men were frequently the sons of wealthy busi¬ 
nessmen to start with presumably helps account for their 
enviable income position.) Havemann and West also noted 
that, whatever the university, the students who are supported 
in college by their parents tend to end up with higher-paying 
jobs than the poorer boys who have to work their way 
tlirough college. 

W. Lloyd Warner and James C. Abegglen, in their study of 
the origins of successful business executives, found that the 
five schools most frequently listed were all Ivy League, in this 
order; Yale, Harvard, Princeton, Cornell, University of Penn¬ 
sylvania. All thirty-six of the Yale men included in one phase 
of the study were sons of business or professional men. Not 
one was the son of a laboring man. 

In just about any Eastern city, the elite large corporate 
law firms will show a number of I\qr League diplomas on the 
wall. At the highest-prestige law firm in Northeast Citv, 60 
per cent of the partners were either Yale or Harvard men. 
The partiality for Ivy League men shows up in some odd 
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ways. Herbert Kubly recalls his astonishment when he went 
abroad to serve as a F’ulbright prolessor. Sixteen Fulbright 
professors were on board his ship. One of their objectives, 
while in Italy, was to present a strong case for American 
deinocrac'y. Kubly recalls: “Our first lesson in democracy 
came quickly, even before we left New York. When we 
embarked we discovered” that someone in Washington “had 
booked professors from Har\^ard and Yale into first-class cabins 
and those of us not in the Ivy League into second-class 
cabins. 

The Iv^^ League schools, it should be pointed out in fairness, 
produce more per 1000 graduates who become listed in Wfu/s 
Who than any other group of colleges. However, as a group, 
they are outranked by several individual small Eastern colleges 
(Amherst, Wesleyan, Swarthmore, Hamilton, and Williams) 
and are pressed hard by several distinguished but less publi¬ 
cized non-Eastern colleges (Oberlin, De Pauw, Carlcton, Reed, 
Knox, Wooster, Lawrence, Park, and Occidental). 

Whatever school a poor boy chooses, his chances of getting 
ahead in a gratifying way will depend to some extent on the 
career for which he is studying. West has pointed out that a 
professional career (such as that of a scientist) offers much 
more opportunity to the poor-biit-talented boy than a business 
career in a corporation. In business, she says, “there is a 
greater chance that your ‘background' may defeat you.” In 
some of the professions, in contrast, good college grades are 
far more fikely to be decisive. 

Even in the professions, however, there has been a sharply 
growing separation of the poor from the well-off as far as spe¬ 
cific professions are concerned. West states that the students 
who must work their way through college now increasingly 
go into the lower-paid professions such as the arts, education, 
and the ministry; whereas the students who are family- 
financed during college increasingly tend to go into the more 
lucrative professions such as medicine, dentistry, and the law. 
C. Wright Mills of Columbia University suggests that some 
medical schools have been encouraging this trend, at least as 
far as medicine is concerned, by favoring applicants from 
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well-oiF families and lengthening the period of training 
(especially for specialists) to the point where the specialists 
tend to he sclect<*d Irom the old, established familiesd^ 

(dobs and fraternities play a role in helping sons and daugh¬ 
ters of the elite to develop their sense of unity among them¬ 
selves and apartness from the general nm of students. These 
(Inhs are valued at some of the Ivy League scliools because of 
the influx of public-school graduates onto Uie campuses. Mills 
poiTits this u[> vividly wlicn he describes how young men are 
sized up in proper adult circles: 

"‘Harvard or Yale or Princeton is not enough. It is the really 
exclusive prep school that counts, for that detcnnines which 
of the two Hatwards one attends.” ITie clubs and cliques at 
college arc made up of people who went to the pro}>er private 
schools. “Ones friends at Harvaird,” Mills explains, "‘are 
friends made at prep school. That is why in the upper social 
classes it does not mean much merely to have a degree from 
iui Ivy League college. That is a.ssumed; the point is not 
Har\^ard, but which Harviird? Ry Harvard one means Porcel- 
lian, Fly or A.D.; by Yale one means Zeta Psi or Fence or 
Delta Kappa Ep.silon; by Princeton, Cottage, Tiger, Cap & 
Gown or Ivy. It is the prestige of the properly certified 
secondaiy education followed by a proper club in a proper 
I\y League college that is the standard admission ticket to 
the world of urban clubs and parties in any major city in the 
nation.”^ ^ 

It might be noted that merely winning a degree from Yale, 
Princeton, or Harvard docs not entitle one to join the local 
Yale, PriTiceton, or Harvard club in his city. One must be 
proposed, seconded, and approved. 

At Haiward, the “right” Harvard (as Mills wmuld put it) 
consists of only 15 per cent of the student body. 1‘he rest of 
the students are free to develop the Harvard ideal of an 
intellectual elite regardless of background. (For this, Harvard 
has earned, and justly deseives, a world-wide reputation.) The 
elite 15 per cent are typically .sifted out at the sophomore 
level by the Hasty Ptidding Club. Tlien, in the final years, if 
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ono survives tJie sifting, one may be invited to one of tlie 
dozen “final” clubs such as Porcellian. 

Princeton has the appearance of a more democratic ar¬ 
rangement in its eating clubs. After a revolt of the sophomore 
class in 1949-50, it was agreed that every Princeton sopho¬ 
more would receive an invitation to one of the seventeen eat¬ 
ing clubs. What could be more democratic? Furthermore, 
every club began taking Jewish students into membership. 
Status lines, however, have reappeared. I hav(^ found Prince¬ 
ton students able to list with impressive nnanimih^ the status 
ranking of the clubs, from the highe.st dowai to the seven¬ 
teenth. Ivy, Cottage, Cap ik Gown, and Colonial were the first 
four, and Prospect was Number 17. 

In 1958, a group of twenty-three sophomores—fifteen of 
them Jewish—charged that they were being “railroaded” into 
Prosp(?ct, the lowest-status club, by the other sixtetm clubs. 
One student, who had proven himself to be one of America's 
brightest lads by wimiing a National Merit Scholarship, listed 
seven reasons why he was not good club material. He was: 

-Short of stature. 

-Non-athletic. 

-A scholarship student. 

-An intellectual by repute. 

-A Jew. 

-A graduate of a public high school. 

-A son of a non-wealthy family. 

At many universities including the great universities— 
with students coming from a wide range on the social scale 
—the fraternities play an important role in helping the more 
elite in background to protect their social rank. Certain types 
of “undesirable” students are often barred by national policy 
of fraternities at campuses having local chapters. Sometimes 
the exclusionary national policies are written, but more often 
these days they are unwritten or softly written since some col¬ 
lege administrations have been cracking down on fraternities 
with too blatantly restrictive clauses such as those specifying 
that only students of “Aryan blood” are acceptable. Today, if 
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tJiere is any written restrictive policy, it is likely to be couched 
under such carefully cdiosen words as ‘'socially acceptable.’* 

Exclusiveness ol fraternities and sororities is fre(piently 
based on family backij;rouiKh social poise, and the ‘>ight" 
racial characteristics and religions ba( kground. 

Alficd McClung Lee, who conducted a study of prejudice 
on the American campus, tells of finding one sorority at the 
University of Missouri with a (heek-letter name that excluded 
students of Creek bai kground, just because they were Crt^ek. 
(h'eek is fine for the name of a fraternity or sororityc but when 
a modem Cireek name is on a person, it sounds foreign, and 
so undesirable.’^ 

In general, the mood of most students is toward less 
arbitrary exclusion of groups because of race or religion. It is 
the alumni dominating the natitmal fraternity councils and 
tiieir paid officers who mainly are fighting to keep exclusionary 
policies. A comparative study at Princeton of attitudes in 1932 
and 1950 disclosed that the later-day students are much less 
willing to characterize by stereotype d€\scriplion people who 
happened to belong to any of ten ethnic groups. 

There have been a number of moves in rec'ent years to 
judge possible fraternity members solely on the basis of 
personal wortli rather than by such gross categorical basis as 
ethnic background. One of the fastest-growing fraternities in 
America, Tail Kappa Epsilon, has never had a written or un¬ 
written exchisionist clause and its chapters are committed to 
strive to c'hoose members on the basis of personal worth and 
character. And all rushing at Amherst College has recently 
been on a specified democratic basis. All students achieving a 
certain level of scholarship are assured of a bid, and selection 
is supposed to be based primarily on the student’s personal 
worili and interests. 

But institutions focusing on personal worth and char¬ 
acter (and not spuming people by categories) still tend to be 
exceptional. The national officers of a number of Greek-letter 
fraternities liave resi.sted the idea of removing all restrictive 
policies, and have stubbornly opposed in most cases the idea 
of allowing each local chapter to set its own admission stand- 
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arcls. Some have recoiled in horror at such a preposterous 
notion. 

Bant as Greek Exchange in October, 1958, quoted at length 
a W^ashington, D.Cl, judge who is also an officer of the Inter¬ 
fraternity Research and Advisory Council on the dangerous 
potentialities of such notions. He said the thought of allowing 
eacfi chapter of a national fraternitv to choose freely its own 
mernbers '‘gives me the cold shivers.*' The judge discussed also 
the agitation to remove clauses of "your constitution which 
restrict tlie selection of anv new member by reason of race, 
color or creed.” He pointed out that such action—while up to 
each fraternity to decide—would not necessarily silence such 
critics as college administrators. The administrators, he 
pointed out, are then likely to challenge the fraternity to 
“prove” its nondiscriminatory practices “by initiating into 
membership one of the formerly prohibited students.” 

He blamed much of the national fraternities* troubles on 
pseudo-crusaders (including fraternity men) trying to change 
the “national social fabric** by establishing some sort of 
Brotherhood of Man in the world. The idea of such a brother¬ 
hood, he said, belongs to the areas of work, education, 
worship, and talents. “I do not believe,” he stated, “that the 
Brotherhood of Man was intended to apply to social privi¬ 
leges. . . .** 

The situations I have pointed to in this chapter sugge.st, I 
believe, that our ediic*ational system is still a tar-from-perfect 
incubator of democracy. If democracy is to be a reality in 
our nation, it should start in our schools. Further, I think we 
should all bear in mind that the meanness of class distinctions 
is more painfully felt during school years tbau during any 
otlier period of people's lives. 
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DuUING Tllli: PAST DECADK, SF.VEUAE SOC:iOI.OCISTS HAVE EN- 
cleavorcd to devise an index that could leadily be uscxl to 
assign a class status to each individual being interviewe^d or 
a]:)praised, for comparative purposes. Such an index recpiircs 
the use of objc'C’tive specific:atmns. 

The W. Lloyd Warner group devised one of the first 
indexes to receive serious attention. It has been widely used 
and several modifications have been made to meet spc^cific 
situations. Bevode ^^c(>all modific'd it somewhat in making 
a study ot Chicago inhabitants. August B. Hollingshead in 
recent years has been using an index based on thiee factors: 
occupation, education, and area of rc'sidence. Eacl) is assigneci 
a weight. In J955, {osc^ph A. Kahl and James A. Davis re¬ 
viewed the various indexers thcai in use to measiuc^ socio- 
econc3mic status aiul concluded that the best measurable 
predictors of status in descending order were: occupation, 
education, source of income, dwelling area, house type, and 
amount of income. 

As McCall points out, the specific occupation, house type, 
address, or income are not what determine status. They are 
simply descriptive facts of life. The status arises from the 
evaluations many people have in the backs of their heads 
as to the social worth of such things—address, diploma, etc.— 
as status symbols. Sociologists have built their indexes on what 
they have learned from interviews are important indicators in 
the minds of those people who automatically assign status to 
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people on tlie basis of such symbolic factors. Tills appears to 
include the great majority of the populace. 

'Die ruiuoritv of people who are relatively indiflereiit to 
status symbols still may have an anthropologist’s curiosity 
about liow the s\stem of status assignment works. 

\VT have seen during the course of this book that a host of 
factors eari) w('iglit with the status conscious. The six that 
sociologi.sts have found most readily measurable cni scales- 
occupation, education, income source, dwelling area, house; 
t\'p(\ and amount of income—work best when ajiplied to a 
spt^eiiic community When any application is at1empt(‘d on a 
national .sc'ale, they become at be.st crude inditators. This is 
particularlv true of the last three. Conditions vary from town 
to town and the size-of-income factor is complicated, as we 
have noted, by a variety of anomalies. 

What follows is an indication of tlie kind of sc ales tht^ so¬ 
ciologists use to (‘stimat(' the .socaal position an individual holds 
in his communit\-. I will list four stailes. (iVe (‘liminati'd from 
the six listed above the final one on si/e of income and have 
combined the two home fac'tors, #4 and #5.) 1die “occupa¬ 
tion” and “source of income” scales I’ll cite are modifications 
of scales u.sed bv Revode McCall in Chicago. 

Since some of the seven-point scales are believed to be more 
accurate indicators of status than others, tho.se are assigned 
more weight. The status score on each scale would be 
multiplied by the weight a.ssigned to that .scale. These are 
weights that might well be used: the “occupation” score would 
be multij')lied by 5; the “education” score would be multiplied 
by 4; the “.source of income” score would bc^ multiplied by 
3; and the “kind of home” score would be multiplied by 2. 
Thus, if on the “occupation” scale the subject’s status level is 4, 
that would be multiplied by 5 for a .score of 20 for that .scale. 
The lowor the score, the higher the status. 

OCCUPATION 

Status Level 

1. Major executives of large firms or successful 

licensed professionals with advanced degrees. 
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2 . 


3 . 


4 . 


5 . 


6 . 

7 . 


Sfattis Level 

1 . 

2 . 

3 . 


4 . 


5 . 

6 . 

7 . 


Stattis Level 

1 . 

2 . 


Major executives of small firms; middle man¬ 
agement executives of large firms; moderately 
thriving licensed professionals; faculty members 
of the better colleges; editors, critics, com¬ 
mentators, and other opinion mokiers. 
Minor-responsibility business jobs; white-collar 
supervisors; professionals without Licensing 
protection; high-school teachers. 

Supeivisors of manual workers; skilled white- 
collar workers; technicians; high-responsibility 
Ldue-coIIar employees. 

Salaried manual workers; semi-skilled white- 
collar workers; semi-professionalized seiwice 
workers. 

Semi-skilled manual workers; white-collar ma¬ 
chine attendants. 

Casual laborers, domestic servants. 
EDUCATION 

Professional- or graduate-school attainment. 
Graduate of a four-yeai- college. 

Graduate of a tw^o-year college or at least one 
and one half years of college (but without a 
degree). 

Iligh-school graduate plus “trade school'" or 
“business school” education or attendance for 
a ye;ir or less at a regular college. 

Pligh-school graduate. 

Attended high school l:)ut did not graduate. 

No more than eight grades of schooling. 

SOURCE OF INCOME 

Most of income from inherited wealth. 

Most of annual income from investments and 
savings gained by earner. 
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3. 

4. 

5. 

6 . 

7 . 


Status Level 

1 . 

2 . 


3. 

4. 


5 . 

6 . 

7 , 


Most of income from profits of business or fees 
from practice of profession. 

Most of income from salary of job or commis¬ 
sions on sales. 

Most of income from hourly wages from job or 
piecework. 

Most of iiK'ome from private' assistance (friends, 
relatives, etc.) plus part-time work. 

Most of inc'ome from public relief or non- 
re.spectable sources such as bootlegging. 

KIND OF HOME 

Own two homes, both with fashionable ad- 
dres.ses. 

Fine, large, well-kept home in ‘"nicest" part of 
town; or live in high-status apaitment building 
with doorman and tastefully decorated foyer. 
A good, roomy hoii.se in one of the better sec¬ 
tions of town or countryside; or live in a 
modem, well-kept apartment building. 

A small, modern development house costing 
less than $15,000; or a plain, non-fashionable 
larger one in a nice but non-fashionable neigh¬ 
borhood; or live in an adequate but rather 
plain apartment building. 

A double house or row house or an old walk-up 
apartment building where cooking odors and 
garbage are likely to be noticed in the hallways. 
A small, plain, run-down house or apartment, 
badly in need of paint or redecoration, in one 
of poorer secb'ons of town. 

A dilapidated house or apartment in tlie poorest 
section of town. 


The total score—when the weighted scores for each scale 
are added—can range anywhere from 14 to 98. For most peo¬ 
ple, a score of 25 or under would indicate they are members 
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of tho real upper class. A score of from 26 to 43 would typi¬ 
cally indicate a semi-upper status. Those scoring between 44 
and 61 would probably fall in the limited-succ;e.ss class. A 
score ol from 62 to 79 indicates a working-class status. A sc'ore 
of 80 or more means the person would probably be considered 
to have a real lower-class status. 



strains 
of status 




ihv «/ status stririii ff 


'‘‘"My hrolher is very proud of his superiority, and 
he has f*rt‘€it contempt fttr carpenters and mechanics 
and such people \tvho] work with their hands. . . . 

There is a carpenter who liv>es downstairs in our 
house and though he is poor . . . he always looks 
happy, never anxious and sick with wcwry the way 
my brother doesr—li. PKAWEK JIIABVAIA, 
from the ttory, “'The Interview.’' 

The HAl^GIlTY, ANXIETY-RIDDEN BROTHER IN “tIIE INTER- 
view” is a “lettered man” doing clerical work in India. He 
wears clean, white clothes, sits on a chair in an office, speaks 
English. The lowly carpenter goes barefoot and speaks no 
English, but he laughs and sings and even dances. Mrs. 
Jhabvalas narrator says enviously of him; “1 don’t think he 
gets weary of his work, and he doesn’t look like a man who 
is afraid of his superior officers.”^ 

In America, we encounter similar contrasts. One night, re¬ 
cently, a taxi driver in New York began grumbling to me, his 
passenger, about what a “lou.sy” business “hacking” is. He 
yearned to get a job “selling” or something, but continued, 
“Who in hell will take a hackie?” Previously, he indicated, he 
had held a variety of petty white-collar jobs, including being 
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a photograplier's assistant and a part-time "‘ballroom” dancing 
ijistriictor, llis name, 1 noted, indicated he was an Ttidian- 
American. He said that as a hac^kie he was lucky to average 
.$75 a week, wliicli he considered a pittance. 1 mentioned 
that 1 had heard that a nearby industrial plant paid workmen 
more than $100, and iiKpiired if he had thought of trying 
that. 

He recoiled in liorror and almost swamg us ofl the road. I 
had insulted him. He said lie wouldn’t consider such work. 
Why? 

‘Ton get your hands dirty. I don’t like to get my hands 
dirty.” 

“Wliat does your father do?” 

(Shame in voice.) “Oh, he's just a laboring man. A stone 
mason.” 

“I hear masons are making good money thes(‘ days.” 

“Yeah. He’s got it fine now, if you can take that sort of 
thing. Makes $150 a week, ea.sy. Has short days, long vaca¬ 
tions. Even has an assistant. Still, I wouldn’t want any pait 
of it. He puts on dirty clothes.” At tliis, the hackie made a 
face. 

I'he strainers of America can be .seen on many streets: 
people wlu) have accepted the American Dream of limitless 
opportunities, but are having personal difficultv in making 
much headway toward achieving the dream. Inhabitants of 
some ot our homogeneous suburban developments are often 
caught up in a particularly dangerous kind of straining in 
their consumption patterns. William H. Whyte, Jr., in his 
study of young management men, relates that many in their 
early days with a company move into a development along¬ 
side lower-level white-collar workers. The two families, at 
this stage in life, have approximately the same incomes, which 
is what brought them temporarily together on the same 
street. Thev are vastly different, however, in potential earning 
power. The executive trainee’s family can, with some safety, 
five in a style of life bevoud its present mea^is, because it 
knows that, unless the breadwinner is notably incompetent, a 
series of automatic raises lie ahead. The white-collar family 
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next door, making the same income but with few likely raises 
ahead, often strains to keep pace with tlie high-living neigh¬ 
bor to its grief. Whyte points out: “It is partienlarly hard for 
wives to grasp the fact [of the different prospects], and 
husbands who are in a fairly static job are under constant 
pressure from tliem to keep up.”“ 

Many people, on the other hand, do resi.st tlie temptation 
to strain in emtilative consumption. Working-class men who 
manage to set up their own small enterprise and prosper often 
continue to live pretty much in the workingman's style of life 
and in the same neighborhood. Engineers, also, tend to live 
contentedly, and relatively frugally, within their means. Any¬ 
one who liv(\s among people who have a little less money than 
he does has a better chance of achieving contentment and 
avoiding strain. 

In general, however, Americans outside the blue-collar 
group are strivers. A substiintial number have difficulty adjust¬ 
ing to sw'ift upward mobility; an even larger number have dif¬ 
ficulty adjusting to the frustration of little or no mobility; and 
quite a few have difficulty adjinsting to the assumed humilia¬ 
tion of dov\aiw'ard mobility. Americans have difficulty accept¬ 
ing the fact, but a stairway can be tumbled down, as well as 
climbed up. This is especially true for those who have brief 
moments of glory, high esteem, or high prosperity, such as 
beautiful actresses, oil wildcatters, advertising account execu¬ 
tives, television comedians, and star athletes. A sociological 
study was made of the careers of ninety-five championship- 
caliber boxers after their days of glory. Each had earned at 
least $100,000 in the ring. Most had their origins in the lower 
classes. Here is how they were found to be occupied:*'^ 

18 were unskilled workers, most commonly in steel mills. 

2 were wrestlers. 

26 worked in, “fronted for,” or owned taverns. 

2 were janitors. 

3 were bookies. 

3 were taxi drivers. 

11 were entertainers of some sort. 
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3 were newsstaiul tenders. 

2 were licjuor salesmen. 

2 worked in or owned gas stations. 

1 was a eustom tailor. 

3 worked at race tracks. 

1 was in *3)usiness.” 

IvS were trainers or trainer-managers. 

A large mimher, as the tahnlatioii would indicate, under¬ 
went sharp dec'lines in status, and they \ery lre([iu‘ntly 
suffered piolong(‘d emotiomil upst'ts. 

Many socially dec'Iining or downward-mobile people turn 
to alcohol or drugs for support. Some hec'ome promiscuous. 
They oftcm b(*come known as troublemakers, with chips on 
their shoulders. Even their best friends become p(*r[>l(‘xed as 
to how to approach them without being snarkxl at. Wiycs find 
them disagix'cable as mates. Such declining males are gloom- 
ridden, and those becoming seriously disturbed emotionally 
tend to deyelop sadistic-masochistic (destructiye or self- 
destructiye) attitudes. Two studies agree that the dowiiward- 
mobile peopk' who are rehared to psychiatrists are among 
the most difficult of all types to aid. 'Ehey rebuff the 
psychiatrists as well as everylmdy else. 

The people who succeed in moving up the class scale in a 
conspicuous way must typically pay a price, too. As we have 
indicated, they feel impelled to take on new habits, new 
modes of living, new attitudes and beliefs, new addresses, new 
affiliations, new' friends—and discard old ones. The resolute 
striver is a lonely man making his way on a slippery slope. 

Often the upward striver is resented and rejected by the 
group he is leaving. Sociological studies in the Army have re¬ 
vealed that, when an individual begins “bucking for a promo¬ 
tion,” he alienates himself—at least at the enlisted level—from 
his own group. His own group, in fact, may begin making 
“sucking and kissing noises” when tlie striver is sighted. 

An effort to climb that fails can put the person involved 
into a particularly precarious position. Some time ago, a boy 
from an aspiring, moderately well-to-do Fairfield County, 
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Connecticut, family “went away” from the local higli school 
to C'hoate, a high-prestige boarding school. In a few months 
he was back at the public high school. He had flunked out of 
Choate. Many of his old public-school classmates seemed 
gratified by his humiliation. More interesting, the lad, in 
scrambling to be re-acc€"pted by his old public-school ac¬ 
quaintances, became loudly and almost continuously con¬ 
temptuous of the whole private-school setup. 

If an uj^vvard striver does succeed, however, and goes on to 
become a conspicuous success, his old associate's left behind 
forget their old resentment and brag fondly ol having known 
him when. 

The pci son vvdio succeeds dramatically in moving up the 
class scale lends to be, to begin with, relatively rootlc'ss. He 
or she has become i.solated from the way of life that the 
average young person has w'ith his neighborliood. W. Lloyd 
Warner, in his study of Yankee City, Jonesville, and of 
America’s big-business lead('rs, was struc'k in each instance 
by the role that neighborhood ties play in hindering upward 
mobility. He was impressed by the odd fact that among the 
relatively few big-busine.ss leaders of lower-level family 
origin—sons of laborers, wLite-collar workers, farmc'rs—a large 
proportion were of immigrant backgrounds. Their rootlessncss, 
he concluded, gave them an advantage. They were, to begin 
with, disengaged from their backgrounds to an extreme 
degree. Warner comments: 

“Consider the man bom in a small community, the home 
of his family for generations. . . . His relations in space and 
through time form a pattern of commitments, engagements 
and obligations binding him to the physical and social space 
to which he is bom.”^ 

Warner concludes that, for mobility to occur, the many 
emotional and social obligations and engagc^ments bolding a 
man to his place must be broken. William Foote Whyte 
reached much the same conclusion after studying the college 
boy—who moves upward—and the comer boy—who does not— 
in Cornerville. Both are anxious to get ahead. “The difference 
between them,” Whyte decided, “is that the college boy 
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either does not tie himself to a p^roiip of close friends, or else is 
willing to sacrifice liis friendship with those who do not 
advunc-e as fast us lie does. The corner boy is tied to his 
grou|') by a network oi reciproc^al obligations Irom which 
he is either unwilling or unable to break away.”'^’ 

The restless, inigrator\' habits ol man) Americans, then, 
appear to be an asset lor those aspiring to move upward. The 
moving van, in the wouls ol Louis Kronenberger, is “a symbol 
of more tlian our restlessness; it is the most conclusive 
evidence possible of our progiess.”^‘ Executing an end run 
by moving to a strange comiminity has its advantages A study 
of migration Irom KentucTv showed that sons who left their 
home communities tended to show more of a balance in favor 
ol upward mobility than the sons who stayed home. I'he man 
who manages to make a S[)ectacular advance within his own 
community must face across the class lines the past he has left 
behind. To some this is embarrassing. The invc'stigators at 
Yankee City noted in lascination the numerous maneuvers 
attributed to Pliillip Starr, a man of local lower-cla.ss origin 
who had succeeded within a lifetime in pushing all the way 
to the upper class. His lamily resolutely tried to prove its 
gentility. For one thing, Mr. Starr sought to make his parents 
seem upper (‘lass, too, by disinterring tlieir remains in the city's 
lower-class cemeteiy and rebur)’ing them in the city’s upper* 
class cemetery. Locally, the Starrs were classified as “new 
shoe money.” They had purchased one of the finest old 
houses in the most seh^ct street and spent a small fortune 
furnishing it with authentic period pieces. Still, members of 
older families fussed that everything was “too perfect” and 
“overdone.” The house was painted so often outside that 
neighbors claimed it shined too much. Mrs. Starr’s parties 
were considered “too elaborate” and “done for effect.” And 
tlie neighbors joked that the Starr limousine was so large that 
if the Starrs lost their money tliey could put a stove in the 
car and camp out in it for a winter. 

A person who becomes adept at isolating himself from his 
past, and taking on the coloration of what he hopes is the 
future, may unwittingly take a manipulative attitude toward 
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individuals around him. He can be clianning, and yet he may 
seem to lack waiinth. Such a person is wary of emotional in- 
volvc'ment, and may even reach the point where, as Warner 
puts it, lie “arouses a fending of unpleasantness in others.” 
Willis Wa\(le, the hard-driving upward-mobile hero ot [obn 
P. Marcjuand’s novel, Sinanly, Willis Wayde, is a great 
bidiever in putting cm an impressive front and ol being 
sincere. He complains, however, that it is sonn'times hard to 
figure liovv to be sincere. 

Among women, at least, there is further evidence indicating 
that the upward-mobile career woman is often driven by 
attitudes geneialed by humiliating childhood ex])erienee.s. A 
study ot mobile vs. non-mobile career women in Mont¬ 
gomery, Alabama, showed tliat the u])waid-mol)ile on(‘S liad 
at on(‘ time bt^cm rejected by their communitv. Some of these, 
as childrc'ii, had also been nc'glected by parents who obviously 
favored a sister or tirother. 

Upward mo])ility also can {)ut a severe strain on a marriage 
if the wife is less skilled than the husband in taking on new 
habits, attitudes, and friendships. Marriage is, as one sociolo¬ 
gist put it, “a mutual mobility bet.” Leland Goi clon, economist 
of Denison University, cites the classic kind of situation where 
one partner is the lo.ser: “When a Inight young clerk in a 
chain store moves into a position as manager of a brarudi store, 
it is imperative that he join the country club sc^t. Ikit .some¬ 
times his salesgirl wife has not grown ii]) with him. As he 
moves up and out, .she is left behind. Many become alco¬ 
holics.” Children, too, often find living with a rapidly upward- 
mobile couple a strain. They tend to feel isolated and in¬ 
secure; and many compensate by becoming chronic talkers. 

Both upward- and downward-mobile persons lend to be 
more prejudiced in their attitudes toward jews and Negroes 
than people who are not in motion, socially.’^ Perhaps it is 
because they are insecure in their own status. 

The tension, insecurity, and rootlessness characterizing 
many zealous upward strivers make them prone to certain 
emotional disorders. The mobility appears to increase mental 
strain. Hollingshead and his associates at Yale fo\md that. 
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when the social mobility of mental patients was compared 
with that ot a control group of non-patients, the psycho- 
neurotics and sciiizophrenics both showed clearly a record 
of more ii])vvard mobility than the normal control group. 
Psychiatrist Jurgen Kuesch of the University of California has 
concluded that the upward mobile turn up in “unusually large 
numbers” among patients suflering psychosomatic ailments. 
Apparently they find themselves in new situations beyond 
their emotional depths, and the strain reveals itself in bodily 
ailments. 

llollingshead makes a distiiu-tion between “climbers” (who 
achieve at least some success in their aspirations) and “strain¬ 
ers” (who achieve' little success despite their very considerable 
efforts). Pile climbers, he finds, often encounter their first 
serious trouble when they try to caash the highest social level, 
and are rejected as upstarts. They typically react v\ ith depres* 
sion, severe anxiety, and, occasionally, snicdcle attempts. In 
contrast, the strainers are dreamers and sclierners rushing 
from one pursuit to another, (fames Thurber’s Th(' Secret 
Life of Waiter Mitiij, Hollingshead finds, is a cpiito ac.'ciirate 
fictional portrayal of the typical stiaincr.) Hollingshead has 
found that many psvchoneurotics and psvchotics in the Class 
III or limited-success class were haunted by cx*cupatioiiaI 
frustration that they blainc'd on education. In one sample, 
more than 90 per cent of the ])sychoneurotics in his Class III 
felt handicapped by the amount of education tht'y had re¬ 
ceived. Man^', also, had a.spirations that were far above their 
accomplishments. The growing barrier, based on education, 
between people of the limited-success class and those in the 
semi-upper class evidently has been making wrecks of some 
of the lower-level people without college education who still 
believe in the American Dream of unlimited opportunities. 

Membership in each social class tends to impose its own 
kind of strain on people in it. There seems to be general 
agreement that the most severe strain (or the least capacity to 
withstand strain) is in the bottom class. People of that category 
have twice as many [)sychiatric breakdowns as tliev should 
have if mental illness were distributed evenly over the popula- 
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tioii. A team of sociologists and psychiatrists at Yale Ihiiver- 
sitv, headed by August B. HoIIiugshead and Frederick C. 
Kecilich, made an exhaustive study of the relationshi]) between 
mental illness and social class.These investigators found that 
a person in the bottom class (C’lass V) was eleven times as 
likely to suller from schizophrenia as a member of the top 
class (Cdass l).'^ Schizophr^aiia, it should be added, follows to 
a huge extent the general pattern of distribution of mental 
br(\ikdow7i over the classes. (By this I mean it is not by its 
nature peculiar to the low(\st class.) Some types of mental dis¬ 
order do show some tendencv to favor a certain class. The 
manic-depressives are thia^e times as prevalent, proportion- 
atelv, among the two uj)per c lasses as among people^ in the 
bottom Class jurgen Uuesch has noticed a preponderance 
of ])S)c'hosomatic reactions (uk'crs, hypertension, allergies) 
ill people of the lower-middle (oi limited-success) crlass. He 
attributes tin’s to a lac k of expre^ssive facilities, because of their 
drive to conformity and their c\xcessive repression. And |oseph 
A. Kahl points out: “If the symbolic middle-class neurosis is 
obsessive compulsivitv, complicaited by ulcers, the upper-class 
illnc'ss is <‘nnui, coinplicatc'd by aFohol.”’^^ And, speaking of 
alc'ohol, earlier iny^estigators have notc'd that among nation¬ 
ality groups the Irish have led, by several lengths, all others in 
alcoholism. 

What is more staitling, perhaps, is the discrimination shown 
against persons of the lower classes by psychiatrists, both in 
private practic'c and at the free or loyv-cost clinics. This dis¬ 
crimination, as we yvill note later, arises in large part from the 
inability of upper-class psychiatrists to communicate with 
Icnver-class patients; so that the patients are not regarded as 
good prospects for extended individual treatment. 

The Yale team found that, ewen at the out-patient cTnic 
where cc^st is no factor, “the higher an individuars social class 
position, the more likelv he was to be accepted for treatment, 
to be tre^ated by highly trained persc^nnel, and to be treated 
intensively over a long period.”** (Students treated the loyver 
classes, residents-in-training tended to be assigned to middle- 
class patients; and the senior staff members took the higher- 
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class patients.) It was found that these clinics spend eight 
times as much money treating a Class 11 patient as tliey do 
treating a (dass V patient. There is a tendency to give individ¬ 
ual jxsychotherapy to the higher classes, and administer shock 
treatment, drugs, organic tlierapy, etc., to the lowe^r-class 
patients. 

Hollingshe^id and Redlich report that this finding of dis¬ 
crimination '‘came as a 'holt out of the blue’ for the men who 
determined the policies of this clinic. It was certainly not 
planned. A similar situation is found in the public mental 
hospitals, wliere, also without regard to tlu' ability of the 
patients' families to pay, th(‘ acute schizophrenics in Class HI 
are more likely to g(.*t psycliotherapy than (dass IV and V 
patients in the same disease group who entered the hospital at 
approximately the same tiinc^"^^ The Class IV or V schizo¬ 
phrenic, they added, may n^ceive one or two series of organic 
treatments in a public hospital. If the.se do not succeed, “the 
patitmt (hilts to the back wards where, in stultifying isolation, 
lie regresses even more into a world of his own.” 



1 » 


thi* npeeial statuH prohioms 

of jOWH 


'‘‘'Do you know the L(*rinHons? Ukv them very 
much. Tlicy are charming, hut Jewi.sh. so you cun'*t 
mix everyone with them .''^—A HOSTESS who was 
organizing a parly in Northeast (^ity. 

One ok the persistent puzzles of American life is the 
tendency in thousands oi conminnities to erect harriers against 
jews. Jewish people are singled out more than any other white 
ethnic category (or such fence building. 

The Cornell study of social discrimination in 248 LFnited 
States communities found, for example, that in the majority of 
middle-sized cities Jews were discriminated against in all 
three of the tests of social acceptability used by the investiga¬ 
tors. Those tests were admission to the country or city club, the 
exclusive residential area, and the Junior League. In only one 
out of fifty middle-sized cities were Jews accepted in all three 
categories.^ 

Why is it that, in 49 out of 50 middle-sized cities, the Jew 
is considered as not meeting all three tests of social accept¬ 
ance? In the average city, the higher-level Jews meet all the 
exi.sting eligibility standards in terms of business or profes¬ 
sional success and education. If the Jew meets all the 
eligibility requirements, why isn’t he accepted? Why do the 
barriers persist against him all acToss the American landscape, 
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in both business and social life? Is the exclusiveness of elite 
iK)n-](^ws related to tlieir own status-seeking activities? 

This persistent treatment of the jews in Arneric'a as a group 
apart has b(;come a question of mounting economic urgency. 
With the great growth of bigness in business organization, the 
Jew is seeing his world of o]-)portunity shlinking. In the past, 
the jews have survived by being able, in many cases, to 
pi'osper in their own enterprises. This assured them that tliey 
would not be at the mercy of a prejudic'cd C^entile employer. 

Now, however, many fews face the economic necessity of 
working within the hierarc^hy of the large eorpeuations. The 
individual entrej^reneur, at the producing level at least, is be¬ 
coming more and more the lonely exception. Bigness is the 
mode of the era. And it is the rare large corporatiem that con¬ 
siders jews on their qualifications alone in filling all its ranks. 
Some corporations shun Jews almost entirely. This is particu¬ 
larly true in insurance, banking, automobile making, utilities, 
oil, steel, heavy industry. Others profess hospitality to Jews; 
but then it often turns out that Jews arc really welcomed only 
in the '‘inside"’ jobs requiring high intellectual capacity such 
as research, creativity, actuarial skill, etc. The “outside” jobs, 
calling for contact with clients or the public or with stockhold¬ 
ers, are primarily reserved for Gentiles, 

Another problem facing the Jew in the corporation is the 
five-o’clock shadow. Jew and Gentile mav work amiably to¬ 
gether all day in the corporate hierarchy, but, come five 
o’clock, the Gentile may go off to one of the city’s elite clubs, 
and the jew cannot follow. Or the Jew may have his own firm 
and see his biggest rival go into the town’s ehte club at five 
o’clock. And the elite social club, as we have noted, is be¬ 
coming more and more the place where important business 
decisions often tend to jell. You will recall that, in Chapter 13, 
Mr. Thompson, one of Northeast City’s biggest bankers, said, 
“An active banker belongs to every damned club in town. It 
is part of the game.” The elite clubs, by excluding Jews, thus 
in effect severely handicap any Jews trying to play the “game.” 

For these and other reasons, many thoughtful Jews are try- 
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iiig to uiKlerstand just wliat it is that causes tlu' barriers to be 
erected against them. 

It is hoped that wliat follows may oiler botli jews and Gen¬ 
tiles some illumination on this curioiLS aspect ol our com- 
inunity life. 

While I vyas in Northeast (aty talking wdth people who 
were identific'd as the “leal powaas” ol tlu* community, my 
j)nniary, announced purpose waas to study the elite structure 
of their cit\'. I went into this (piite thoroughly with eac'h of 
tluan; and they were most (‘o-operatiye and informatiye. 1 also 
had a second, unannounced purj^ose, and that was to draw 
them out, spontaneously and confidentially, on the subject of 
jews. Tn this I wars looking for insights that might explain w^hy 
the lines w'cre drawn against )ew\s at many points in the 
city’s soc'ial and business life, especially at the elite or upper- 
class leyel. 1 w^as curious to kno\y, in the face of the frequently 
stated great respect for fews, w^hy lew^ jewash names appeared 
among the officers of most of the banks, utilities and large 
industrial firms. (Mostly, the leading Jews were merchants, 
lawwers, or textile-plant operators.) Also, why w^ere there 
eithei- no Jewish names or few^ Jewish names listed as mem¬ 
bers of the elite men’s club (Pioneer’s), the elite women’s club 
(Martha Washington), and the three leading country clubs? 
And w^hy w^as it, I wondered, that Jews and non-Jew's w^orked 
w'holeheartedly together on civic fund-raising projects, but 
went tlieir separate wavs socially? (All names of clubs and 
individuals cited in Northeast City, I shcnild add, have been 
altered and are fictitious.) 

I did not ask any of these que.stions directly and bluntly. 
That would have endangered the free flow of communication. 
Instead, T sought to lead my informants—after they had be¬ 
come relaxed by talking about the city’s elite clubs, chmx'hes, 
etc.—into a general discussion of the role of Jews in American 
life and in the city’s life. Subsequently I guided them into 
the desired areas. I made it clear I was simply trying to 
unravel a situation that reappears in city after city, and was 
not peculiar to Northeast City, which is a representative 
middle-sized United States metropolis. And I sought to create 
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a permissive atmosphere by expressing keen interest in what¬ 
ever they said about Jews. In a few cases I experimentally 
raised argiinients against their viewpoints. This, invariably, 
drove them into a more cautious, proper tone. Typically, they 
became cpiite voluble on the subject of Jews. The only one 
who was ill at ease throughout was a man on the membership 
committee of the most ehte country club (Gentry). (Since con¬ 
ducting these interviews, wTieh took place in November and 
December, 1957, I have coiKhicIcd similar bnt less intensive 
probings with a score of upper-class individuals in Fairfield 
County, Connecticut, and the later findings have illuminated 
but not modified the impressions I gained in Northeast City. 
Altogether, I have sounded out lortv-fivc upper-class non- 
Jews, confidentially and with seeming casualness, on the sub¬ 
ject of Jews.) 

I suppose I should declare at this point that T am a Gentile. 
That puts mo in what Jerome Weidman calls “the enemy 
aimp/' On the other hand—to declare my biases as far as I 
know them—I have had the conviction, based on my personal 
encounters with Jews as neighbors and colleagues, that it is a 
pity more non-Jews don’t get to know Jews as friends. 

The elite informants in Northeast City were certainly not as 
hostile to Jews in their conversations as you would assume 
from all the baniers that have been put up against Jews in 
their city. In fact, several seemed a little a.shamed of the bar¬ 
riers as hardly w^orthy of as civilized a community as they 
liked to think Northeast City is. An industrial president, Mr. 
Ross, said, “The Jews I know are very able people, very 
strong people/’ A leading banker, Mr. Thompson, said, “Jews 
have a delightful family life.” And various informants spoke 
of individual Jewish leaders as being “a w^onderful man” or 
“an awfully nice man.” Some Jewish families have local roots 
going back more than a century. An official of the city’s largest 
corporation said, “You don’t find people nowadays at lunch 
cussing the Jews.” Mr. Wallace, a realtor who, I was told, 
had a reputation some years ago of being hostile to Jews, ap¬ 
parently had changed or else my informant was misinformed. 
At any rate, Mr. Wallace told me, “IVe had far better business 
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treatment, in selling real estate, from Jews than from Gentiles. 
IVe taken my worst gyppiogs from Gentiles/" 

In the social life of Nortlieast City, at least at the upper 
level, there is virtually no intermingling between Geiitile and 
Jew. When I asked Mrs. Smyth, a First Family socialite, about 
the degiee to which Jewish families take pari in the city/s 
clnh life, slie said: 

“'I’hey have their own lovely club.’" With that, she gave me 
a broad wink. 

The only city club where there is much intermingling is 
the Downtown Club. And, as TVe noted, several ol rny in¬ 
formants repeatedly made tlie point that it was a “business¬ 
man’s cliib. ’ The more restrictiv'e PioneeTs (dub, in con¬ 
trast, was c onsidered a “social” or “(‘ommunity” club. Even at 
the Downtown Club, 1 was told by two itdormants, the 
Jtnvish membership has been “under control.’" A former (official 
(CTcntile) of the club revealed how this “control"" came about 
during his term of office. He was explaining to me that Jews 
constituted 7 per c:ent of the population of Northeast City, 
and related why he knew. He said the club had been receiv¬ 
ing cjuile a few applications from Jews and Italians. At that 
point, he said, about 15 per cent of the club’s membership 
was Jewish. (A large number of the downtown mercdiants are 
Jewish.) If all the applicants were accepted, the proportion of 
Jews would have risen to 20 per cent (still far short of their 
representation in downtown biisine.ss enterprises). It was at 
this point, he said, “that we hit upon the idea"" of finding the 
percentage of Jews in the total population of Northeast City 
(and also of the Italians) “so tliat the Jews and Italians would 
not overrun the place.” 

This man, in commenting on one quite elite club's ex¬ 
clusion of Jews, said; “That is more of a tradition than any¬ 
thing else. The club is ju.st as well off without them. . . .*" A 
great many of the city’s civic organizations hold dinners and 
meetings at this particular elite and exclusionary club. In these 
organizations and civic drives, Jews often play an active, and 
occasionally a leading, part; and so they come, often un¬ 
happily, to this Gentile club to attend the functions. The 
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city's leading fund raiser, commenting on this awkward situa¬ 
tion, said: “1 don't know how to justify the fact that Jews are 
excluded from this particular club. We are in everything 
together excerpt socially. I'd hate to have to get up in front 
of anybody and try to explain it.” 

One well-known sociological force at work in causing many 
Gentiles to isolate Jews undoubtedly is that of status striving 
tlirough exclusiveness. As the early sociologist. Max Weber, 
put it: “Status honor always rests upon distance and exclu¬ 
siveness.” To be exclusive, you must build fences to exclude 
those you like to think are not as elite as yourself. You can 
do this on personal worth, but it is much easier to exclude 
whole categories of people, such as Jews. A sales executive it* 
Northeast City, while describing one local club in unadmiring 
tenns, said: “Everybody can join that club, and 1 mean eveiy- 
body.” 

Another sociological factor at work in Northeast City and 
elsewhere is status protection in the face of threat. Entrenched 
old guarders need a mechanism to ]>ut challengc^rs in their 
place. Jews, being perhaps the most enterprising of all Ameri¬ 
can ethnic groups, are commonly viewed as most challenging. 

The influential Gcmtilcxs I consulted in Northeast City 
offered a great variety of explanations for the local social and 
business barriers. Some of the explanations, undoubtedly, are 
rationalizations. They have been dcweloped tc^ explain a 
situation that violates the American Creed and so is embar¬ 
rassing. 

Several of the explanations that turned up appear to repre¬ 
sent fairly widespread “pictures in the mind,” to use Walter 
Lippmann's phrase, which non-Jews have of Jews. All such 
pictures tend to become exaggerated over-generalizations. In 
some cases, traits attributed by my infoimants to Jews were 
inherently contradictory. 

And in some cases the traits cited undoubtedly represented 
the non-Jew's own inner need for a scapegoat or whipping 
boy rather than objective fact. Psychologist P. H. Mussen 
studied the personalities and before-and-after prejudices of 
one hundred white boys who spent a month at a camp that 
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Negro boys also attended. It was found that the youngsters 
who had few aggressive needs and were well adjusted to 
their home, to their parents, and to their camp underwent a 
notable drop in their prejudices toward Negroes as a result 
ol this first-hand contact. On the other hand, bo)'S who show ed 
strong needs lor aggressiveness and dominance aiid who lelt 
anxious or hostih^ toward their parents nnderwa^nt .some in¬ 
crease in prejudice townird Negroes during the month at tlie 
camp. 

Even il tlie ‘‘]:)ictures in the mind” about Jews found among 
the infhiea)tia] Cientiles of Northeast Ca'ty are rationalizations 
01 ' distorted stereoty])es, they do indicate a stale ol mind in 
a t)’pical city that both Jews and non-Jews ol good will must 
S(a‘k to rnodily il tlie harriers arc to be reduced. It is for that 
reason that 1 leel they should be brought into the open and 
inspected. It should be remembered that they represent only 
the derogatory a.spec't of my informants’ attitude toward Jews, 
the explanations they mustered in order to account for un¬ 
democratic barriers. 

In shifting through the explanations offered for the barriers, 
these ten contentions stand out. I will list them in the order 
of freqneney w'ith w'hich tliey were raiscnl. 

1. The alleged 'TlannLsJmcss'' of Jewish people. 

This assumed clanuishuess, of course, wdiere it c^xists, is 
quite probably the Jew^s’ response to discrimination. Anyone 
who is being discriminated again.st feels better if he is among 
others in the same boat. No one likes to face discrimination 
alone. At any rate, ten Gentile inforniants in Northeast City 
cited this clannishness as an explanation for tlie fact that 
there was little social intermingling with Jews. 

Mr. Wallace, tlie realtor, said; are the most clannish, 

integrated people there are. TheyVe always been segregated 
so they stick together now.” Two informants cited a situation 
at a local high school to support this point. It seems that 
school authorities became concerned because fraternities and 
sororities w^ere developing along religious lines, and formally 
banned tliem. The Gentile sororities and fraternities, accord¬ 
ing to my informants, were disbanded, but the Jewish ones 
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liave coiitiiiiuHl uiKl<Mgr(niiKl with strong support from Jewish 
parents, who report(‘cily do not want their childien seriously 
dating Goitiles. 

lu)!' wliatever reason, fews in many communities do not 
seem to socialize muc h outside their own group. John P. Dean 
toirnd, ill liis study of |evvish socializing in Elmira, New York, 
that )ewish cou[)les who were in social cliques overwlielrningly 
wcae in all-Jc'wisli chc|uesd While I was in Northeast City, a 
Jewish I'oujilt! iiivitecl me out to a Saturday-night supper. 
I’here vveic* twelve other people there. It wais a delightful 
group. Sinct‘ the prohlem of jewi.sh apartness w^as very much 
on rny mind then, 1 (‘ould not escape noticing the fact that 
all tw'C'lve people present were* Jewish. You do not encounter 
this kind of 100 per c'ciit grouping together of (kmtile and 
Jew^ in many other cominuititles, including my own in Fair- 
field Count)’, Connecticut. In my neighborhood, Jew" and 
Chaitile alike seem to tliink in t(*rms of individual interest, and 
give no thought to religious homogeneity in preparing in¬ 
vitation lists. 

This alleged clannishness of Jewish people, to the minds 
of Ill)’ Gentile informants, not only helps explain the apart¬ 
ness that exists, hut is a factor in convincing them that tlie 
ajiartness should continue as long as Jews lead their own 
soeiiil life. In Northeast City, they felt the assumed clannish- 
n(\ss posed an inundalion threat to any Gentile club that 
lowenxi its barriers. Mr. Ross, an industrialist, said: “When 
they clan up witliin a club it is not good.'* 

Tliere is no good evidence that modem Jews are any more 
clannish than Gentiles. Studies among children, in fact, indi¬ 
cate that Gentile children are more clannish than Jewish chil¬ 
dren.- More to tht* point, perhaps, is the discoveiy that the 
same people w ho accuse the Jews of being standoffish also 
accuse tla^m of trying to be too eager to integrate wnth non- 
Jew's. One group of investigators devised a scale of traits 
soinetiine.s credited to Jews. On one scale were traits indicat¬ 
ing “s(‘clusivenes.s.“ On the other scale were traits indicating 
“intrusiveness.'’ To a verv large extent (correlation of .74) 
people who accused Jews of being intmsive also accused them 
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of being seclnsive/'^ The same people wlio agrecnl empliatically 
that Jews tend to resist the American way of life agreed witli 
the paired statement that Jews go too far in trying to hide 
tlicir Jewishness 1iy elianging their names and taking on Gen¬ 
tile manners and customs. In other paired statements, people 
jigreed both with the statement that Jews keep apart in their 
social life and that they try too hard to gain social recognition 
from non-Jews. Some Gentiles argue tliat these traits are not 
neec^ssarily inutuallv' exclusive. In general, however, it seems 
reasonable to conclude that there is a vast amount of irration¬ 
ality in the Gcmtile attitudes. Many Jews feel, with good 
reason, that they are damned if they do and damned if tliey 
doiit. 

Whatever th(^ precise situation is in this area, beclouded 
with irrationality, it seems clear that any easing of the 
barriers would be aided by a reduction of the self-segregating 
tendencies of both groups. 

HistoriaTi Max Lerner feels that the cohesiveness of Jews 
may have intensified during the thirties and forties as an in¬ 
stinctive response to news of Hitler's persecution of the Jews, 
and of the trials of Jewish people abroad in building their 
new Israeli state. He states that the ‘"emphasis within the 
American Jewish group shifted away from assimilation toward 
a sometimes ovennilitant assertion of their uniqueness and 
separateness as a historical community.'’'^ Apparently, how¬ 
ever, the trend has now been reversed. The American Jewish 
Committee made a study of a community called “Riverton.” 
This reveals that younger Jews are twice as eager to partici¬ 
pate socially in their general community as older Jews.^ 

2, The allcfi^cd assertiveness of Jewish people. 

This sometimes came up, from Northeast City informants, 
in back-handed references such as: “He's not aggressive like 
some Jews.” A highly admired Jewi.sh lawyer was referred 
to as being “aggressive, but not in a way that bothers.” Among 
the elite Gentile informants, nine made some comment that 
assumed that assertiveness was a Jewish trait. 

Mr. Potter, one of the city's leading bankers, said: “I know 
the feeling of one or two clubs. The fear is that some might 
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he the pxishy Mrs. Fox, a socialite, said of one local 

Jew; “He is not as grahhy as most Jews.” Her college-age 
daughter liad been dating a Jewish hoy whom she liked very 
much, and she said that the |ews she knew personally “are 
just as nice as you c‘ould wish.” Later she made this remark: 
“Gentiles can he just as grahhy—hut don’t have the reputa¬ 
tion.” 

This image of assertivenc'.ss, psychologists find, is the kind 
of stereot}'ped nurtured h>' a gTc*at deal of selective remcanher- 
ing and selective forgetting. A non-Jew will reinemlxT the 
assertive Jew and not think of the modest, scT-cflacing Jew in 
terms of jewnshness. Similarly, he may encounter hrashness 
in dozens of Ontiles without tJiinking of hrashness as being 
a Gentile trait. 

3. Jewish people are seni ns different. 

This feeling, fre'qucajth expres.sed, probably reflects the 
“eonsciousne.ss of kind” faclor at work. Many people appar¬ 
ently can’t ri.se above their primitive birds-of-a-feather flock¬ 
ing im]>ulse. Mr. Green, partner in one of the city’s most elite 
law firms, said many of the city’s leading Jews didn’t seem 
to catch the Nortlieast Citv “spirit.” He wasn’t able to explain 
what that “spirit” was, with any clarity. 

Partly, the .sensing of differentncs.s in Jewi.sh people prob¬ 
ably has a religious basis. Partly, it may spring from the 
pliysiognomv of some Jews. One bank president in Northeast 
Citv, Mr. Williams, talked at length about facial differences, 
real or imaginary, he had perceived in Geiman Jews as dis¬ 
tinguished from East European Jews. He mentioned a promi¬ 
nent, widely respected Jewish lawyer in town and said, as if 
in wonderment, “To look at him you wouldn’t know he was 
Jewi.sh.” And, paitlv, the sensing of differentness may spring 
from the fact that traditionally Jews have been city people 
and are identified in people’s minds wn'th the co.smopoli- 
tanisni of the city. (They were long excluded frcmi owning 
land.) Harvard psychologi.st Gordon W. Allport suggests that 
peo[)le wTo felt hostile tow^ard cities may unwittingly have 
transferred their hostility to Jews,® In some small American 
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towns wliei e there isn’t a single Jewish resident, anti-Semitism 
has been loiind to run higli. 

4 . Jewish j)e()j)lr arc "sntartJ^ 

Six of the prominent Nortlu'ast City Gentiles made refer¬ 
ences to tliis in one form or another; and it is difficult to 
assess how much of this is admiration and how much of it is 
envy or appreluaision. 

Mr. Potter, the banker, said of Jews: "They are so damned 
much smarter than tlu‘ rest of us. They have iTitelligence. They 
go for education. do (werything so well.” 

1 mentioned this allegation of brightness to a Jevvash ac¬ 
quaintance. I assumed lie would ])e flattered by this allega¬ 
tion. Instead, he went to his libraiy to prodnee some charts 
proving that Jews aren’t anv brighter tlian anybody else. The 
facts seem to be that anv difference betvveen Jewish intelli¬ 
gence and the United States average is slight, and could be 
accounted for by tlie fact that few Jews are in the lower or 
working class and the fact that Jews have long cherished 
scholarship and intellectual attainment. 

5. Some Jcivish people behave in ways that bother some 
Gentiles. 

The reverse also, of course, is true. 

Mr. Potter, the banker, in talking of the exclusionar}^ poli¬ 
cies of clubs, said: "Anyone would want Joe Goldstein in the 
club. He is soft-spoken. The fact is, however, that a per¬ 
centage of Jewish people arc considered to be noisy. They 
don’t have the good fortune I have of having a weak voice.’* 
And another banker, Mr. Williams—who has no Jews in his 
organization—said: "Certain traits stick out. They have a 
certain manner of speech, they are argumentative and wave 
their amis.” 

There may be a differentness between Gentile and Jew in 
temperament that has some basis in fact, as generalizations 
go. The Jewi.sh home builder in Chicago, in talking of his 
Jewish homeowners, described them as "explosive” and eager 
for new experiences. He attributed this to the pressures under 
which they live. A sociologi.st in Chicago, in talking of Jews, 
said they tend to be more "volatile” than Gentiles. The wife 
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of a playwright njt'iitioiied that prt'doininantly Jewish andi- 
eiices tcMid to lie more exeitahle tlian Gentile aiidienc'es. She 
attributed this to the fact tliat many “are geared so high/' 

C. jvxvisii pc()j)lc tend to he individualists. 

Tliis wMs usually eit(*d I)y Northeast (haitiles to explain why 
[ews w'ere not found among tlie executives of tlie major eor- 
])orations in town. Indix'idualism is a trait traditionally eher- 
ished in AnaaicM; but in the modern era of t'orporate “team 
j)la\'ing’' we aie seeing a c'onfiict 1)etween ideal and prac- 
ti<'a!it\', Mr. Smith, head cd a maehinerv' company, said he 
ns('d to have' a ft*wish sales din*etor, but that he had not 
woiketl out well. He explained: “He suffered a hu k of team- 
ability ~ \'ou\'e got to have that tlu'se days.” And an executive 
of one of th(' city’s largest corporations said, in accounting lor 
the dearth of jewish people in its management ranks; “My 
personal imj^yre.ssion is that |ewish people by inclination and 
by training like to run their own businesses. A lot of thi.s is 
in tlieir ujd)ringing,” And Mr. Kelly, a top executive, said: 
“jevv's don’t care to work for the big organization. They want 
to establish their own business. We have very few a[)pIicalions 
from Je'ws.” (Know ing his hostility, if 1 were a jew 1 certainly 
wouldn’t aj^plv!) 

7. In hnsini'ss, Jewish people are hold and impatient. 

Mr. Whiteorni:), head of mie of tlie eity*s larger c'orporations 
and a civic hsider, said: “Tlu‘ bright Jewish fellow isn’t tem- 
peranientallv inclined to take the long haul of wanking twenty- 
five years to get to th(‘ top of a company. Sidnev Klein and I 
wane good friends. [Sidney Klein was for long tlie city’s most 
successful Jew^] Sid worked in a cigar store as a lad. He 
couldn’t see it when I w cut to wairk for Consolidated Corpora¬ 
tion. He said he wanild rather get in a small company and get 
th(Me faster. He wanild chide me about my $2 raises, w'hile he 
wars already making big money. The Jews know you can make 
it faster in a small eompanv.” And Mr. Johnson, a banker, 
asserted that commercial banking doesn’t really appeal to Jews 
because they are interested in “.something a little more 
speculative. Their view^point is: If you see a good chance to 
make a good profit, go after it even if it is a long chance.” In 
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short, this is the old-fashioned American spirit of risk-taking 
so insistently glorified in public statements by our Gentile 
industrial statesmen, who cautiously manage their own cor- 
}3orations by committee, with the counsel of sui-yey makers and 
Uni vac machines. 

8. Some Gcntileft feel Jewish businessmen arc impersonal 
and not ^Jair-mindedJ^ 

Several Northeast City ])usinessmen said they would feel 
uneasy if they got in a jam and had to deal with Jews. One 
asked: “11 tliis jdant got into trouble, would jews back us up 
as much as noii-jcws if tliey saw a loss coming up?” 

This attitude of tlie Gentiles would appear to be merely an 
illustration of “consciousness of kind’" again at work. If a 
person gets into a jam, he feels he will receive a better break 
from his “own kind” of person, who should feel a group 
loyalty to be nice to him. fews presumablv feel the same 
way. (Very often, it should be added, the treatment one gets, 
in a showdown, from his “own kind” k'aves him wishing he 
had left his fate to an objective outsider.) 

9. Mamj Jewish J)usinessmen are felt to he moncij-minded. 

When 1 reviewed the notes of my interviews on the Jewish 

situation in Northeast City, I was struck by the Irecjuent use 
the Gentile infonnants made of the words “money” or 
“dollars” in talking of Jews. Tliis was so common tliat I 
suspec't the word “money” has become imbedded in the 
Gentile’s image of jews. Other earlier investigators have come 
upon this same “money” image. A business leader, who was 
briefing me on the leading citizens of Northeast City, de¬ 
scribed eighteen or twenty in detail. Virtually all were obvi¬ 
ously men of wealth. But only when he mentioned a Jewish 
man did he use the word “money.” He said of this Jewish busi¬ 
nessman: “He is very successful—made a lot of money.” Mrs. 
Smyth, the socialite, said of Jews: “They have money.” 

Here again we appear to be in the misty area of stereoN^'pe 
and projection. According to a study by Dorothy T. Spoerl, 
Jewish students being tested showed no more preoccupation 
with “economic value” than did Protestant or Catholic stu¬ 
dents.'^ Another study showed that the same people who de- 
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plorecl the? money-iriiiieledness of Jews wore the ones who 
agieed ovei whelmingJy with the (|ueistionnaire statement that 
“financial success is an important measure e)f the man” and 
tliat “every child should learn the value of money early.” As 
tor the wi(U\spread image ol Jews as “international bankers” 
and “Wall Street brokers,” this amuses even the Wall Street 
lolks. The trutli is that there are relatively few jews in either 
category. 

JO. The tvives of Gentile and Jew often create the Jyarrier, 

Mr. Ross, the industiialist, felt that Gentile wives are often 
more likely to be “])etty and narrow” about Jews than their 
husbands, lie said the wives are more concerned “about 
social status, and more a|>t to become intense about the Jew.” 
And Mr. Kyle, the (‘ontractor, said, in trying to explain why 
most of his clubs excluded [ews: “In cJioosing new members 
for a club, yo»i seriitini/.e not only the man but his wife. A 
man may be fine, but his wife may not get along with other 
women. Women are more isolated. And there is bound to be 
some jealousy on the part of our women if the Jevisii women 
have mink coats and our women do not.” 

In many communities, there is far more self-.segregation 
of both Gentiles and [ews at the wife level than at the 
husband level. And, significantly, it is the wife, rather than 
the husband, who makes most of the social arrangements for 
a family. Dean found, in his study of Elmira, New York, Jews, 
that the women were much more likely to be self-segregating 
than their husbands, lie found that while only 12 per cent 
of the Jewish men confined their commiuiity activities to 
purely Jewish organizations, 48 per cent of the wives did. 
Whatever the reason for this greater isolation, it would in¬ 
dicate that tlie wives have fewer personal, friendly contacts 
with Gentiles than their husbands do. 

The foregoing seems to represent the broad outlines of 
the barrier in Gentile outlook separating the higher-status 
Gentile and Jew in a representative American city. Much of 
it, as indicated, is evidently just a picture in the minds of 
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G('ntiles produced by lack of personal contact with realdife 
Jewish people that might correct the distortions. 

The Northeast Ca'ty businessTnan who seemed to have had 
the most first-hand contac't with jewish people was Mr. Wal¬ 
lace, the realtor. And he made what was ])erhaps the most 
accurate summary of tlie situation. He said: “)cws art^ just 
like everybody else—good, bad, and stinking.” Perhaps I 
.should add that I talked with three leading Jewish business¬ 
men in Northeast City. What ]:)articularly impressed me, in 
view of wluit 1 laid b<'en hearing, was that all three men were 
the complete reviMse of the stereotypes. They appeared to be 
ri'strained, resjxnisible, soft-spoken, lair-minded, patient, sub- 
diu'd in their tastes, and very proud of their city. They ac¬ 
knowledged the barric'rs. In fact, they seemed philosophically 
—almost good Immoredlv—resigned to tliem as handicaps that 
had to be accepted. Still more interesting, thev spoke with 
waTin respect ol stw'eral of the Gentile leaders who had, when 
pressed to account for the ])arriers, uttered dt'rogatory stereo¬ 
type comments about Jewish people. 

The kind of Gentile attitudes I have cited, whatevei their 
substance, seem to represent the state of mind that must be 
modified before any effort to produce siibstantiallv more in¬ 
termingling between Gentiles and Jews will be really success¬ 
ful. This state of mind seems to stand as a challenge to both 
Gentiles and Jews of good will. 

The Gentile informants, I should stress, were far from 
unanimous in their suj'jport of the barriers or in being critical 
of Jcwisli people. Several, during the long and frank talks, 
never once uttered a remark that could be construed as critical 
of Jewish people. They seemed to feel the barriers were 
archaic hangovers, 

1 estimate that 60 per cent of my Gentile informants of 
Northeast Gity were at heart persons of good will. It was the 
older informants who were inclined to be Iccu^t interested in 
reducing the business and social barriers against Jews. The 
60 per cent who might reasonably be classified as persons of 
good will seemed uneasy about their local situation, and ex¬ 
pressed a wish that it be different. 
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Mr. R()s.s, the young industrialist, said he favored “a good 
representation” ol |ews in tlie c*omnninity s clubs, lie said: 
Mt irntat(\s me when J(‘ws are eliminated.’ Mr. Johnson, the 
banker, mentioned approvingly the fact that the local yacht 
club liad begun taking in a few Jewish members. He related 
that, before this policy c;hange, “they wanted me to serve on 
the board, but th(‘y had a fast rule against Jewish peoj)le. I 
said to th(*m, ‘Look, 1 can t do it. Your rules are not com¬ 
patible with my jdulosophy.’ ” Later, the rule was changed, 
and Mr. Johnson is now on the board. Mr. Johnson was per¬ 
haps the Jews’ warmest friend among the Nh^rtlieast (a'ty 
busiiu'ss leach'is I consulted. When he was asked what was 
required to naluce the bairiers, he replied: “A peac^eful 
climate. 1 believe that people are naturally gregarious and 
intercrsted in knowing their fellow man better. Lhey wamt to 
associate, but don’t w'ant to be forc(‘d. It would be fine' to 
live without arbitrary barriers between Chri.stian and Jew\ if 
they c-an blend m gradually and very naturally. What inter¬ 
rupts this blending is the forcc^d situation. When mixing is 
forcaxl, you only liave hard feelings and defiant announce¬ 
ments that ‘Our club wall never have )ews.' But when the 
j)ressure is off, club members having good jenvish friends— 
w^ho are walling to bi' accepted as individuals—can wan back- 
ing.” 

It is my impre.ssion that the most important step to be 
taken in anv community to reduce business and social barriers 
between (Jeutile and Jew is to develop a broader base of 
informal, friendly intermingling. Suc'cessful Jewrs wdio would 
like to belong to elite clubs now dominat('d by exclusionary 
Gentiles should examine their owai socializing habits for self- 
segregating tendencies. They can’t expect to be comfortable 
in a c'liib with Gentiles if they haven’t gotten to know these 
people first, through informal home entertaining and friendly 
intenninghng in community affairs. And the latter typically 
don’t recpiire invitation. The same applies to Gentiles who 
would like to see a rechiction of barriers. 

It wuis a woman in Nc:)rtheast Gity, the socialite Mrs. Carl¬ 
son, who seemed to offer the best insight on how to reduce 
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barriers, A lovely, gracious young mother, slic is a foimer 
national officer ot the Junior League. When 1 asked her what 
the )unior League practice was on barring Jew isli women, she 
said: “Some clubs do, and some don’t. I found that the local 
policy is us\iallv determined by the local pattern of socializ¬ 
ing. Jewish members will be found in those towns where tlie 
young Jewish and CJenlile women travel back and forth a 
good deal in each other’s homes, where they have gone to 
scliool togethei, have many things in common, and actually 
know each other as friends. This genuine basis of friendship 
seems to he the most important factor.” 

In the few^ cases I encountered where Gentile informants 
in Northeast (aty were sponsoring Jewish individuals for 
membership in tl)pir clubs, there wars already established a 
genuine basis of friendship. Thev had come to have a high 
regard for each other as a result of working together on 
community or business projects and had entertained each 
otlier’s families often in their homes. Personal friendship ap¬ 
pears to be a more pow^erful motive than any abstrac‘t sense of 
justice in getting barriers removed. 

And friendship can take root only where there is informal 
intermingling, Gentile families might well think back over 
their entertaining of the past year. If they have a number of 
Jewish ac'(|uaintances and did not include any of them in 
their home entertaining, it is quite probably not an accident. 
They have probably been accepting, wa'ttingly or unwittingly, 
their jewdsh neighbors as a segregated group. 

Jewish families, too, might well scimtinize tlieir home en¬ 
tertaining of the past year. They have perhaps confined them¬ 
selves entirely to other Jewdsh families because they did not 
wish to take the risk of creating embarrassment by inviting 
someone who is possibly hostile to Jew s. Such an apprehension 
is becoming more and more unrealistic. The barriers that 
persist today persist more out of habit than hostility. There 
has been a notable drop in hostility in the past decade. An 
official of the American Jewish Committee made the point, 
in a recent chat, that the protective .shells Jewish people have 
acquired in the past are today much tliicker than necessary. 
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He pointed out tliat in a number of American communities, 
large and small, Jews and Gentiles have establislied excellent 
r<‘lations. A hall dozen that he cited in particular are these: 
Wilkesdiarre, Pennsylvania; Cincinnati, Ohio; Portland, Ore¬ 
gon; San Francisco, California; Norfolk, Virginia; St. Paul, 
Minnesota; Seattle, Washington. 

In any comnninitv, the prevailing climate of segregation or 
intermingling is largely the total of what individual families 
are doing in their socializing. 
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nine pressnri^s toward 
a more rigid society 


'‘'’The workers’ ^stairway to the stars’ in Jonesville 
ami Anieriea is no longer an open hif^hway. Climbing 
step by step to bigger and better jobs for most 
workers and their si>ns is a story of the past,’’ 

—W, LLOVD WAKNER, IJuiversiiy of Chicago. 

A^TERTCAN TDEOLOCY has strongly SlJPI*ORTED THE NOTION 
that the United States is unique in the world as a ]:>lace where 
a poor bo)/ can start at the bottom and becaiine a great 
captain of industry. Furthermore, according to the prevailing 
ideology, the.se opportunitic.s for modern poor boys have been 
growing. 

Both assumptions deserve scrutiny. 

Certainly it is true tliat opportunities for uiiward mobility 
for the lower classes are greater in the United States than in 
most of Latin America, where class lines and class distinctions 
are still quite firmly drawn. Italy, too, to cite another example, 
oilers relatively much fewer opportunities to the upward 
.stiiver than the United States. 

Highly industrialized Western nations, however, are a dif¬ 
ferent matter. Sociologists, such as Seymour M. Lipset of the 
University of California, who have made comparisons between 
the United States and other industrialized nations in regard 
to mobility, find the situations have recently been quite 


253 



2,^4 • The Status Seekers 


simiJar. \Vhen the occupations of sons are compared with 
their fatliers’ in the vairioiis countries, tlie amount of upward 
shifting {measured on the arguable basis of shifts from manual 
to non-manual occupations) is approximately the same in the 
United States, Western (rcrmany, France, and Sweden. Stud¬ 
ies at Har\'ard have found that the upward mobility in the 
Soviet Ihnon has recently been about the same as in the 
Unitt'd States. 

As foi tlie second, more crucial proposition—that the op¬ 
portunities for the boy of the lower classes are growing—a 
great bod\' of evidence adds up to the t'onclusion: not proven. 
It is tru(‘ that such a boy who is bright enough and fortunate 
enough to get a (‘oll(‘ge education has a good chance for 
upM’aid mo!>ility, although not as good a c-hanee as a boy 
with the saiiK' ('dueation from a well-to-do family. However, 
for the bov who g<,)es to work for a comj’)any without the 
benefit ol the college education, the prospects for n})ward 
progress are distinctly It\ss promising than those that a boy 
in th(‘ same situation faced a generation ago. And it should 
be adefed that the opportunities for the pooi‘ boy in America 
have alwavs been lewt‘r than the hi.story books have implied. 

Let ns look for a moment at a few of the studies bearing 
cm this (jut‘stion ol whether we are moving toward a more 
oj’)en or more rigid soeietv. First, what is the situation with the 
population as a wlade? 

Richard Centers found in a nationwide sampling several 
years ago that sons are iniu'c likely to be in the same occupa¬ 
tional class as tluar fathers than in any other class. He found 
that 7J per c'cnt of them were at a level “relatively simitar” 
to their fathers’.’ More recently, Soc-iologist Bernard Barber 
has asserted that most mobility “in both the past and present 
has bc'cn mobility of relatively small degree.”^ 

What about the big fortune buildcTS? Sociologist C. Wright 
Mills made a study of the 275 ric'hest men in America since 
the Civil War. He found that, in the 1900 generation, 39 per 
cc'ut t ame from lower-class families. By 1950, the “top-rich” 
coming from such families had shrunk to 9 per cent."’ My own 
investigation in 1958 of new multimillionaires who had built 



Nine Pressures Toward a More Riffid Society • 255 


fortunes of at least $10,000,000 within the past twenty years 
without the benefits of inheritance bears out this finding. I 
found, by crisscrossing the United States, several dozen indi¬ 
viduals who met these rather exacting specifications of being 
modern self-made multimillionaires. Mo.st were bold, old-style 
entrepreneurs in building, insurance, mone\ lending, drilling, 
entertaining, farming, company raiding or rejuvenating, .ship- 
j)ing, or innovaiting new products. They took their j)rofits in 
capital-gains form. Even by ct)nfining my search to relatively 
"‘sell-made” men, however, I found only one of genuine lower- 
class origin. That was William Blaklev, the mysterious ]3allas 
rancher, driller, insurance man, aviation tycoon, aiid former 
senator. His family worked as ranch hands in the early days 
of Oklahoma. 

And what about our more snec^essful salaried busine.ss ex- 
ecutiv(\s? The most imposing .study in this field is the examina¬ 
tion of the lives of 8,300 executives made by W. Lloyd Warner 
and James (k Abegglen."^ 

They found that our current big-business leaders were re¬ 
cruited from the families of big-busin<\ss executives eight 
times as often as would be expected \u)der random placement. 
Family for family, they found that a big-business exec'utiveks 
family is forty-five times as likely to produce a future big- 
business executive as the family of a .semi-skilled laborer. 

To look at it in another wav, two thirds of all our current 
big-business executives come from busine.ss or jirolessional 
homes. (There are, however, intere.sling variations by business 
groups. Among our current stock and bond brokers, the pro¬ 
portion rises to three quarters; and among our railway and 
transportation executives, it dro]xs to about two fifths, [n the 
latter two groups, nearly a quarter of all executives come 
from laboring backgrounds.) 

When a comparison is made between this generations 
exec\itive.s and those of 1928, there is a slight gain in execu¬ 
tives with laboring backgrounds. This gain di.sapp(‘ars, how¬ 
ever, when yon look at just those men who become heads of 
their companies. Here, Warner and Abegglen report, "the 
proportion of sons of big business and professional men . . . 
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has increased soinewliat.” The sons of laborers are found more 
oiten at the secondde'vel business positions siuT as st'cretary, 
treasurer, and c'ontroller. Tliat is where their slight gain 
ij(it(al in the past geueiMlion has been made. 

Fnirtluaniore, Warner and Abeggieii found that, even 
among the laboring sons who became executives, hall were 
college graduates. They eonc-Iude that the Horatio Alger type 
ol laa’O, the tvvo-fisttal laborer rough but brilliant, who w'orks 
up the lim‘ from j)roduction through supervision to manage¬ 
ment, has been “almost entirely superseded"’ and is so rare 
as to be uni(jue. The younger the group of executives being 
studied, the h'ss likely von are to encounter such modern-day 
up-lrorn-the-boltoin success(*s. 

I'he Warner and Alx^gglen figures show^ that there are more 
boys from tlie lower classes in executive' positions at large 
corporations than at small corporations. M\' findings in North¬ 
east City show the same paradox. The explanation, of course, 
is that top positions in small c'orporations are more likely to 
be inheritccl or attained through iK'potism. Big corporations 
are too big to inherit. Another interesting disc'ovcry by 
Warner and Abogglen is that boys of non-elite origin have a 
harder time breaking into old, e.stablished firms than into new 
firms ill rapidly expanding fields. (Supermarket selling and 
television production would be two examples.) In new fields, 
they found that only 44 per cent of the executives were college 
graduates. (Among executives as a vvluile, 87 per cent had 
some college training, 57 per cent actually graduated.) My 
findings among tlie new super-multimillionaires (who almost 
all made their money by pioneering new firms or nexv fields) 
are even more striking. Only one in four was a college 
graduate. 

Fortune magazine made a study of nine hundred top-man¬ 
agement executives that produced a similar picture of de¬ 
clining opportunity for the. sous of workingmen. It found tliat 
less than 8 per cent came from workers" families. Nearly tw'o 
thirds were the sons of businessmen. Furthermore, when tlie 
study was confined to present-day executives who were still 
under fifty years of age, only 2/2 per cent came from workers* 
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families. I’liat would indicate a rather startling drop in op- 
portnnih^ has been occurring recently. (Sons of faiTuers 
showed a drop, too.) 

Why do the sons of businessmen seem to have such a com¬ 
manding lead? Partly it is being supported at tlie good scliools, 
where one meets future business associates. Partly it is money 
and having the in.side track. Partly it is having influential 
family friends. Partly it is knowing, and being able to afford, 
the accustomed .style of life. And partly, of course, they absorb 
some (d tlieir fatheis' know-how. ikit it goes further than the 
cvnic'iil “he who has gets.'" The busiiu'ss or professional man’s 
son comes from a home when' ideas and books—or at least 
book learning—are usually respected, and where thcMe is an 
expectation that he wall get a higher education and “make 
something of him.self." 

Viewing our mobility situation as a wbole, several pressures 
are w orking for more fluidity, more opemie.ss. Working against 
these, however, arc a number of pressures ]:)ushing us in¬ 
sistently towaird more rigidne.ss in our social structure. In 
this pushball contest, as I .see it, the l)all is slow'lv moving to- 
W'ard the end of the field labeled “rigid society.” I shall devote 
more attention to the forces for rigidity not only beesmse they 
seem to be more dominant at ])resenl, but because they 
represent a challenge to our traditional ideology. 

First, briefly, what are the pressures toward a more open 
class system? Here are six forces that have been encouraging a 
large upward current of strivers from the lower ranks of our 
society. The first tliree are definitely diminishing in effective¬ 
ness. 

1. The opportunities present in the openinf^ up and settling 
of new communities. A frontier towm wats the ideal place for 
any person of talent, wdiatev^er his origins, to prove his worth. 
Today, we are still building new communities, but they are 
mostly mass-produced, mass-merchandised ones at the fringes 
of our cities. Many builders operating on a modest scale ten 
or fifteen years ago have become multi-million-dollar opera¬ 
tors, thanks in large part to the easy availability of United 
States government credit for home builders. Many of the 
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nation’s most spectacular modern success stories are in the 
(.)uilding lieltl. 

2. The cliffcjuiitidl birih rcite. For years the upper-class 
lainilics weren’t producing enough babies to fill their own 
ranks, Tl)e ic'cniul iiiotliers were in the blue-collar classes. 
Sin(‘(! World War IF however, the lop three classes have been 
making considt'i able ])rogress toward reprodiu'jug themselve^s. 

3. 77n* .s?//gr of iuuui^rant.s constanlhf covtbig in ai the 
bottom of our socichf. For many decades each new contingent 
helped prc'ss upw'ard on tlie status scale those immigrants who 
had C()nie a generation earlica*. Today, most ol tlie immigra¬ 
tion is highly selective': skilled technicians, professionals, etc. 
The raw, unskilled immigrants coming in at the bottom in the 
old sense are mostly Puerto Ricani—and thev, oi course, are 
not immigrants at all, but ratln'r lellow citizens. 

4 . 'The hilliotrs of dollars spent bij adverfisers to 

porsuadr Americans to ^'upi^rach'* themselves ihroiitiji con¬ 
sumption. Advertiseis are our most ardent crusaders for more 
upw'ard striving at tlie material level. 1 shall survey in more 
detail the mixed blessings ol their dedication to upwardness 
in the next chapter. 

5. The grotr/ng availabilitij of a college education to all 
classes. There has been a great increase in all levels of edu¬ 
cational acc'omplishment. In the thirties, most American 
adults had imt attended high school. Today, b out of 10 have 
cither a high-school or college education, and 1 in 14 now 
over the age ot twenty has a college degree. 

This factor, however, to some degree is illusoiy. College 
boys froTii vvcH-to-do homes liave a big edge in the business 
C'orporation over poor boys wlu) had to work their way 
through scTool. And, as IVe indicated, the well-to-do boy 
has an edge^ over the poor boy in the more lucrative profes¬ 
sions. In fact, the ])oor boy is often discouraged from even 
starting preparation for a medical career. A study of 333 
physicians in four cities concludes: “The most conspicuous 
tendency in these*, data is that of a declining amount of self¬ 
financing in rt cent decades. This appears to indicate that the 
‘dt'inociatization’ of the medical profession in recent times has 
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not been iielnev^ecl,” at least by sell-financing. It notes tliat 
“a in(‘dical degree is becoming increasingly costly in terms 
of the candidate’s time, so that sell-financing by students is 
increasingh^ discouraged.”*'^’ 

6. l'(‘('lni(>lo^ical progress. This is perhaps the most massive 
fac-tor iavoring u])ward mobility. As notc'd in earlier chapters, 
this has opcnc'd up many new' opportunitu’s at the wliitc- 
C'olhir and tcc*hnical Ic'vel. I’he cfi'inand for technicians to 
manage c'omplcw machines and aid the prolessionals has risen 
more sensationally than that lor any other type* ol jK'isonncd. 
There lias also bton a treanendons exjiansion in tlie industries 
tliat st'i\’ic‘c products, such as I’Y rcj’iair and auto rt'pair. 

Some ol the gains in the number ol \vhitc-c*ollar people, it 
should be added, also are illusory, since a very large propor¬ 
tion ol the new white-collar jobs has b(‘C‘n lor women c'leric'al 
workers; and there is further a epnestion how much real 
progress is involved when a man (|uits a blue-collarc^d factory 
job to bec'orne a white-c‘ollarecI store cl(*rk. At any rate, the 
growing man-hour productivity in AiiK'rica has j^roduccal a 
rising living standard that has convinevd millions of families 
that thc'v are better oil and gc^tting somewhere. 

Now l(‘t us turn to the pressures toward a more rigid 
society. I will cite nine such prcssurc^s. The first six are on-the- 
job fjK’tors; thc'y affect millions ol Americans at their every¬ 
day work. 

1. The elimination of sieppingstone jobs in officr and 
factory. Automation is wiping out a broad band of jobs that 
used to be steppingstones. These jobs c all lor progressively 
more skill and talcmt. The old-fashioned kind of company was 
organized in suc'h a way that a worker at the bottom could 
become a skilled worker, then a forcmian, and thc'u a manager 
by gradual steps. Today, most factory jobs lead nowhere. 

A most vivid and frightening exjolanation of just what is 
happe?ning appeared in a publication issued by Changing 
Times, which is read primarily by businessmen. Its 1958 
Success Book, edited for people choosing a career, tried to 
picture the world they would find a decade hence. It 
predicted: ‘‘The people of tomorrow's mechanized factory 
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will fall into two layers. On the lower level will be the semi- 
skilb'cl workers who niii the nuichines. On tl)e upper level 
will he the trained and ediieated engineers, researchers and 
nianagt'rs who will d(\sign and purchase the machines, and 
sell the prodiu't. Cioing from one level to the other will mean 
(pn'((' a jjn/ip.” 

do illiistjat(\ it dtrseribed manv of the marvelous automated 
machines in olhee work that will send telegrains to ware¬ 
house's, write invoices, make addre.ss plates, enter book¬ 
keeping data, oj'der in\’entorv replacements, send out bills. 
Then it ('xplained: “(Jjk'c upon a time a clerk could work 
his way up to assistant l)ookk('eper, then to bookkeeper and 
finalK^ perhaps to treasurer. But, under the new system, the 
clerk will be most an\one wdio can pnsli buttons and feed 
laj)('. He won’t realiv vvev learn anything about bookkeeping. 
N('it]ier will the repairman that keeps the machines riirming.” 

2. TJk’ frc'ud to rctfuirc specialized pre-joh scliooJmf!^. In 
the eas(' just C'ited, tlu' man who gets to be bookkeeper and 
tl)(‘n trc'asurc'r is llic bright graduate of a business school who 
comes ijito the company by what is called lateral entry, lie 
doesn’t start at the bottom. 

Todav, the trc'nd is to reeniit from the colleges, technical 
and business schools rather than from the working per.sonneI. 
At the Mill in lonesville, Warner found that everv person in 
a managerial job, with one exception, had been brought in, 
Sj^eoiallv trained, from “outside.” In short, managers and 
technicians iwe drawn from quite a different population, just 
as are offic'c'is in tlie militaiy services. Todav, you don’t move 
up from enlist<'d to officer ranks either in military or corporate 
life just b\' heing a good soldier. You go away to school. And 
tlie kind of sc hool yoTi go to pretty w^ell fixes the ceiling on 
your future potentialities. The man who .spends txvo years 
after high school learning to be an engineering technician 
has veiA^ little^ chance of ever being considered—l>y the big 
eoq')oration—anything but the aide he is, unless he manages 
later to get further schooling. 

One w'oman, investigating the careers of business execu¬ 
tives, reported admiringly, but with notable inaccuracy: “A 
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young man from a comparatively poor family, provided that 
lie is able to make his way through college, can start at the 
bottom in a large corporation and eventually work his way 
to the top.” I'he italics are mine, by ‘‘bottom” she means 
starting as a second lieutenant, not as a private. Warner and 
Abegglen spell this out quite Idiintly in reporting on the 
growing use of management-training programs. They have 
become the ])rimary source ol candidates for management 
positions. In many cases, these programs are closed of! to men 
from the factoiy and office. The training programs are nsnally 
limited to college graduates. And often the acceptable colleges 
themselves are specified. 

The American Man«igem6'nt A.s.sot'iation made a study of 
the lives of 325 company ])residents. A report on its study 
advised anyone hoping to become a president first of all to 
go to college. It suggested Priiu'eton, “if \’on can make it,” but 
added that in any case you should go .somewlaae. 

Even at the lower laboring level, the requirement of pre-job 
training is becoming a serious ceiling. To become a skilled 
worker in the automobile industry, for example, you must 
graduate from high school, and then go into apprentice train¬ 
ing. It is almost impossible lor an assembly-line man of 
several years’ experience to become a skilled workman. To 
qualify for apprentice training, you usually have to be no 
older than twenty-one. This trend to the pre-schooled specialist 
is not uniq\ic to America. 

In the summer of 1958, the Dutch captain of a great trans¬ 
atlantic liner began reminiscing to me about how he went to 
sea as a boy of fifteen, and over the years worked his way up 
to his present eminence. I asked him if a boy today could do 
the same, and work up to becoming a captain. He looked 
startled, and said: 

“Oh, no! You have to go to school if you want to be an 
officer.” 

“Then you mean that the crew must always be crew, unless 
they go away to school?” I asked. 

“Yes . , . he replied, I thought rather sadly. 

3. The fragmentation of skills. The efficiency engineers. 
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with their time and motion studies, have gone wild in break-* 
ing down jobs scientifically to their simplest motion com¬ 
ponents. By such narrowiiig of jobs, they enable management 
to hire lower-skilled—and, of coarse, lower-paid—people, and 
to spend less money training them. The mechanical engineers 
have likew ise gone wild designing machines that can be oper¬ 
ated by a simpleton. In the offices, many white-c'ollar jobs are 
being depress('d as more and more jobs recpiire primarily 
finger dexterity. A federal manpower commission has ob¬ 
served that some large-office managers look for tlic unambi¬ 
tious, nol-loo-bright girls. Girls arc often preferred who have 
perhaps ten years’ total schooling, and who wall be content to 
remain flnttcring their fingers over their machines iinti] mar¬ 
riage and/or pir'gnancv lakes them away. 

The Yanke'c City investigators found that in that citv^’s shoe 
factories the introduction of mechanization had smashed the 
skill hierarchy by wdiich youngsters gradually learned to be¬ 
come journeymen, and then proud and respected master 
craltsmeri. Tlie investigators couldn’t find a single job now 
rc(|uiriug more tlian medium .skill. The vast majority of jobs 
could only be classifi(‘d as low-skilled. 

Throughout Americsiu offices and factories, the semi-skilled 
operatives are coming more and more to dominate the scene 
numerically, fn pre-fabricated housing factories, jobs once 
done by skilled craftsmen are now done by semi-skilled ma¬ 
chine operators, wdio may feed a machine that makes twenty- 
two simultaneous c;uts. 

Sociologist Fdy Chinoy, who worked at a plant among 
6,000 aiitomol)iIe workers, reported that only 1 in 20 was 
rated as a skilled craftsman. And, in other automobile plants, 
even the skilled men are angry about what is happening to 
their skill. Toolnrakers have complained that many of the 
automobile ct^mpanies keep a skilled man on just one machine, 
and this, in a sense, makes a second-class mechanic of him. 
Tlicy point oirt that machinists wdio work in tlie independent 
job sliops receive broad experience in handling a number of 
machines. 

One corporate executive who has faced up to the social 
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implications of this fragmentation of jobs is James C. Worthy, 
^ ice-prcsideiit of Sears, Koebiick di Co. He has been pleading 
for a reversal of the trend/' Over-liinc^tionali/ation, as he 
terms it, is destioying the meaning of the job for the individ¬ 
ual employee, and is boring the employee to the* point where 
the only thing he likes about it is the pav envelope. Worthy 
reports that studies conducted at Sears show that, where jobs 
are broken down too finely, low output and low morale result. 
In contrast, he has found, those jobs requiring sustained eliort 
and the perfoimanet; of more complete S(*ts of tasks (e.g., 
salesmen, supervisors, master mechanic's) have workers with 
tile highest levels of enthusiasm tor their jc;bs. 

4. The groict/i in hurcancraetj. We liave alrc'ady com¬ 
mented on the relentless growth to bigness in our institutions. 
(And I am not speaking of just our industrial coiixmitions.) 
Such big institutions appear to rc^qnire a wcdl-recognized hier¬ 
archy of authority in order to operate efficiently. Sociologist 
Peter M. Blau, who has specialized in studying burc'auc'racies, 
finds that they have four basic traits in exunmon: impersonality, 
a .system of rules, a hierarchy of authority, and specialization. 

All add up to a threat to democracy when the bureaucracies 
are multiplied across the landscape. The impersonality—im¬ 
posed by necessity—leaves people in the lower ranks feeling 
isolated and unattached. The system of rules often breeds 
contempt or resentment toward the organization. The hier¬ 
archy of authority, which, as we have seen, seems to require 
its visible symbols of status, leaves those of low status and 
power feeling intensely unequal, and inclined to have little 
interest, initiative, anci loyalty. And specialization tends to 
set up a tighk pattern of stratification. 

James Worthy, of Sears, also is among those pointing to the 
perils of over-specialization of function. Although he feels it 
can be avoided with forethought, the trend has been towjrrd 
specializing not only individual jobs but tfie functions of 
entire departments. The management engineers bring together 
vast numbers of employees performing the same specialized 
function, and make a department of them. Often, he charges, 
functions are separated out of their context; and an elaborate 
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ndniinistrativc hierarcliy and system oi controls is necessary 
to snj)er\ase the units and pull tlieni together. Snc'li elaborate, 
conij^lex organizations, he finds, require a driver-type leader, 
whose snl)ordinate managers tend to go bv the rule, and have 
IK) tastt‘ or eapaciiy tor self-reliance or initiative in running 
their (hyartinents. 

5. 77/c grom/ng isolatioti of rank-and~jilc omjyloi/i^os from 
m(m(o^(‘incrit. In older days, when our institutions were 
smaller, worka'rs often developed warm friendships (or at least 
intense personal relationships) with their imnu‘diate superiors, 
and olten chatted hel]:»fully with the owner-manager. Today, 
the top management, at most, is lik(‘ly to show up for the 
day-beh)rt‘-Christmas handshake. Otherwise, in many offices, 
shoj)s, and factories, the “higher ups” are never seen. Often 
they are in other ])arts of the' cit\, or in other cities. Workers 
in shipyards, oik' investigator lound, have direct contact with 
people' from the front ofHc'e so rarely that the occasion is 
notable. In such rare situations, it was noted, the worker may 
drop his eyes or remove his hat, but after the front-office 
ofhc'ials have' pas.sed, the worker is likely to thumb his nose or 
mak(‘ olh(*r gestures of contc'mpt. (Rven off the job, the only 
contac't working-cla.ss pc'ople have with white-collar types 
is with their merchants.) 

Management, for its part, appears, in many instmices, to be 
develojiing an attitude of condescending lordline.ss toward its 
labor foice. In 1958, the Harvard Business Review carried a 
most provocative discussion entitled, “Is Management Creat¬ 
ing a Class Soc'iety?” Its author, Benjamin Selekman, noted 
that corporate executives arc fond of talking about their con¬ 
cern for human relations, and about the social and moral 
responsibilities that busine.ss statcsmcai (such as themselves) 
bear. Then he added; “Rut their statements and actions, on 
the basis of economic and political views, sharply contradict 
the moral philosophy they profess in speeches and articles."' 
Selekman noted that bu.sinessmen give labor little or no credit 
for increasing the nation's jjroductivitv, and regard labor as 
a cost to be reduced as far and rapidly as possible. He con¬ 
cludes: “What should concern us is . . . a division in industry 
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creating an elite which looks down on those who do the daily 
work.” 

6 . TJlc role of unions in frcczhifi men and women to 
iJieir jobs, and discouraging initialive. Perhaps what we have 
hero is another form of bureaucratization that is an inevitable 
response to the growth of big corporations. At any rate, the 
unions arc growing in importance as a fixing tactor. Whether 
intended or not, unions are creating for workers a static social 
order of their own. They arc developing a system c)f fixed 
“estates” in life remini.scent of medieval guilds. In return for 
oficriiig the woikers security, recognition, and dignity, the 
workers surrender freedom to arrange their own affairs except 
as they can influence a union’s d<‘ci.sions. Initiative beyond tlie 
call of duty becomes jxantless because, at least in the automo¬ 
bile industry, whatever promotions to any slightly better-pay¬ 
ing jobs are available are decided on the basis of impersonal 
seniority rules. Chinny found, in his automobile-industry study, 
that before union rules came into force an enterprising worker 
could find w^ays, informally, to learn enough as a helper to get 
himself classified as a skilled worker. That possibility was 
virtually eliminated w hen the union began insisting that men 
work only within their job classification. 

Sociologists Seymour M. Lipset and Joan Gordon, in a 
study of mobility, upward or downw^ard, of trade-union mem¬ 
bers of the San Francisco Bay area, produced fijidings that 
seem to have a bearing on the above. They found that work¬ 
ing people who were either upwardly or downwardly mobile 
were less likely to belong to unions than workers who had not 
moved from the status of their fathers. And if the mobile 
workers did belong to unions, they were unlikely to be active 
members. Their second finding concemed workers who aspired 
to jobs that represented a change from their jiresent jobs. 
Non-union workers were much more likely to be optimistic 
that they could achieve their goal than union members. 

The result of all these pres.siires toward rigidity in the work 
lives of most people in the three supporting classes in America 
is a diminishing upward mobility, and a slackening of ambi- 
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tioii. And these three classes, it should be added, constitute 
the great hulk ot the United Statf\s population. 

L.ook, lor a moment, at what is ha]ipening to tile working 
class, \N liii h consists mostly of solid, conscientious people who 
would lik(' to Ijclieve in the American Dream. While these 
pct^plc’s matcMial position has imj>r('ved, thta'r social [position 
has detei iorat(‘d. A hard-working .semi-skilled operative' learns, 
after twentv-five years on the job, that the seventeen-vear-old 
kid n(‘xt to him. who just (juit high sc'hool to go to work, is 
making, within a few pc'unies, the same fiourlv wage he is. 
Tla- thousands o( men around him, in fact, are all making 
veia’ close' to the same monev hc' is. 

And th<' 1 ('petitions arm movement he makes hour after 
hour is ex<'rnc'iatinglv boring. His father, he recalls, was poor, 
but a ('laltsman who was proud of the barrels he made. Here 
the machine has all the brains, all the reasons for pride. IVr- 
haps the rules also forl)id him to talk to workers nearby, or to 
get a drink of water except at the break jx^riod. 

Even it the plant is a marv(*l of ('ugineering and the bosses 
are as nic(' as tliey can be, the operative is still bored. A study 
at a ineat-paeking plant, celebrated in management circles for 
its .solicitude for the worker, showed that the workers, while 
grateful for the effort, were just as bored and uninspired as 
assemblv-line automobile workers have been found to be. 

This avc'rage worker also typic allv has little aspiration. And 
it is not bec'ause he is lazy. He is just realistic- Chinoy found 
that onlv 5 of the 62 automobile workers he intersdewed at 
length had anv real hope of ever becoming foremen, and these 
five wc're all relatively young. In jonesville, a leading minister 
asked this c'hallenging question of a member of the Warner 
investigating grouj:): “Where in this town can a man start to 
work, and be able to work himself up to a really good job? 
There isn’t any future for anyone who is working at the Mill 
. . . they never advance into top positions. ... It is this 
kind of thing, 1 think, which is turning us into a class society.*"'^ 
The foremen, too—who are the top sergeants of industry- 
are typically without aspiration. They realize they have gone 
as far as they can. C. Wright Mills reports that only 1 foreman 
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in 5 believes he will ever get above tlie foreman level. The 
teehnieians', engineering aides, etc.—although c'onsidered by 
workers to be an elite—know there is a ceiling ol realistic* as¬ 
piration for them. |oseph A. Kahl points out tliat the modern 
corporation is very much like government civil scr^ace. In 
l)(;th, he says, a person chooses the basic level within which 
lie will work by the h’pe and extent of liis education. After 
that, progress tends to be routinized and is dictated by what 
is possible within bnrc*aneratic comj'ietition. 

There are three main levels, c^r areas, of competition in the 
corporation, and the* overwhelming majority of tlie ])eisonneI 
begin and end their caret'is at the same level. Tliose levels 
are; 


The managers and jdanners. 

The tec'hnic'ul aides and functionaries. 

The workers. 

7"o return, briefly, to the proldems of the woikers at the 
bottom, they are learning a great deal these days about frus¬ 
tration. Warner and Abegglcn, who in general seemed friendly 
enough to the 8,300 executives they studied, made this point: 
“Management should remember that many workers are aggres¬ 
sively hostile because they have lost hope for tomorrow.''**^ 

Many of the workers on assembly lines, various studies have 
shown, have learned to daydream. In fact, they show mcn*e 
desire to “own mv own business"'—or otherwise somehow be¬ 
come “independent"’—than white-collar people do. They dream 
of having tluar own turkey farm or gas stations—or anything 
that offers escape. Chinoy, in talking with his sixty-two auto¬ 
mobile workers at length, found seventeen S(*riously scheming 
to make a break. When he checked back four years later, only 
three of them had successfully moved into another field. One 
was a policeman; one had his own tool-and-die shop; the 
third was attending a local college. 

I kept tliinking of this evidence of frustration and boredom 
in rank-and-file American industrial workers recently while 
living temporarily in the Spanish fishing village of San Feliu 
de Guixols. Each morning I rose at dawn to watch the herring 
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fisIierriK'n as they retunnxl from their all-night struggles out 
on th(' hlaeked-out sea. Niiu' barefoot men manned each of 
the tinv boats. As they beached their boat, each man seemed 
to ha\'e a jc'.sponsibility. Invariably they seemed to be in a 
qnieth' jo\'ial mood, idiey joked and laughed as they stretched. 
One basket oi fish was always leserved for the men; and one 
man would divide th(‘ fi.sh into nine e(jnal piles. As th(' men 
headed (or fiome, thev would gathei up their pile of fish in 
a little sack thev carried for tliat purpo.se; and in twos and 
thre('S tlaw would stride down tlu' village street. Tlieir ehi'sts 
v/ere out and their luauls were high. 'Fhev were pic‘tures of 
iTUMi w'ho felt pride and satisfaction in their wav of liha 

All ot these })r<\ssures toward rigiditv apparently are having 
their efleOs on the aspirations of our voung people. Survey 
aftei surv(‘y shows a sharp trend awav from aspirations to be 
an ad\x‘ntin'{)ns entrepreaieur oi inh^lleetnal pioneer or a social 
noneontorinist. William Zabel, wliile p>resident ol ibe Print'e- 
ton d{'b<iting soeiely in ]95(S, observed, “Anything you do 
ont ol tlu' oidinarv brings ridienlts"’ The aggressive ambition, 
l()ng assumed to ])e peenliarlv Amcricam, just doesn’t .show up 
on anv snhstantial scale in the surveys anv more. Scholastic 
Magaziiu's, in a study ol high-.sehool youths, found that SO 
per cent more wauiled to work for a “large eompanv” than 
wanttxl to liave their own companv. A study made by 
p.svehologists at Harvard Ihn’versitv and Colhv College of 
attitudes of vonths around the world (ten nations) found that 
Mexicans and Egyptians, lor example, showed a great deal 
more clri\’c and enthusiasm to make themselves and their na¬ 
tions great tlum Americxms. In fact, the main preoec-npalion 
of American \x)iiths—pre.snmed leaders of tomorrow—was to 
qnalih for a “rich, full life/’ They typically spcdled it out in 
material terms such as hi-fi .sets, outdoor harbecaies, and 
furnishings for their homes. The old saying that “Everv boy 
can grow up to be Presidemt” would strike many of the young 
Americans in the sm*vey as pretty corny. 

In addition to the six economic pressures toward rigidity 
just cited, thcae are three other principal pressures toward a 
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more rigid society. Since I have already^ inentioned them in 
previous C“hapt('rs, I vvil] just touch on tliem lightly here. 

First is the growing tendency for pc^c^ple to confine their 
socializing to tlu'ir own socio-economic layer. As Warner 
pointed out in connection with jonesville, the* lodge no longca* 
offers tlie inc^ans of meeting the important men of the com¬ 
munity on a friendly basis. Among ethnics, A. H. 1 lollingsheaci 
found in New Haveii a growing tendenev for the compart- 
mentalization of the ethnics to “hec'orne more ligid with the 
]:)assage of time.” And E. Digliv Baltzcdl discovered, in his 
stuefy of the upper class in Philadcdphia, tliat .somewhat of a 
“caste situation” seemed to be developing. Specific'ally, he 
pointed out that a comparison of older and younger genera¬ 
tions of the npp('r class revealc‘d that the younger mennbers 
were inucF more lik(‘lv to have the proper religious affiliation 
(Episcopal), to go to the proper private schools, to belong to 
the most {exclusive clubs, and to live in the most fashionable 
neighborhoods. 

Second is the growing temdemey of politicians to treat ethnic 
and economic grouj)s as blocs, and to base their campaigns on 
assc'inbling a winning combination of blocs. 

And finally we have the rather frightening, headlong trend 
toward social sti atification by residential area. The prolifera¬ 
tion ol homogeneous dcwclopments has accentuated this trend. 
A develojjer ont.side Philadelphia has 1,200 split-levc^l houses. 
The price of the houses runs between $ 18,000 and $20,000. 
He told me he had some executives, attorneys, and doctors, 
but that most of his buyers were “engineers of the same 
educational level” from nearby Radio Corporation of America 
plants. His buyers, he said, have a salary range of $7,500 to 
$10,000. And he added: “Mexst have two children.” 

The “Jnterurbia Study”—conducted by the J, Walter 
Thompson advertising agency, Yale social scientists, and 
Fortune magazine—found that the wave of the future is more 
residential stratification. (The Interurbia studied was the 
built-up band of humanity stretching from Boston to Washing¬ 
ton.) The report of the study predicted that we would see more 
fragmentation in living conditions. It foresaw a series of com- 
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muiiities, (uich catering to not only a specific income group hut 
to groups of specific ages, tastes, and habits. 

All in <ill, we are in the j)rocess of becoming a many¬ 
layered society. 

Status is c rystallizing. Tlie boundaries between the various 
layers an' becoming more rigid. 

For tliose frozen into tlie lowt'r lavers, frustration is a com¬ 
monly li'lt emotion. They still have their vote. If the frustra¬ 
tion mounts, and \v'e simultanc‘ous]\' go through an ec'onomic 
.setback, wa* may well get a inovomc'nt lor the nationalization 
of industry. Such nationalization had Irecpientlv developed in 
countric'S where the dominant groups refused to work to 
soften rigid class differc'utialions that existed. 

Ihe opportunities for any notable upw'ard mobility for peo¬ 
ple in our three suppoiling classes boil down, in the vast 
majority ol c'ases, to these thrc'e: 

1. \ou can marry off an attractive daughter to a higher- 
status male. That’s still being done occasionally. 

2. You can try to see tliat your children get a c'cdlege 
echic'ation. M’hat doesn't guarantc-e anything, but clocks at lea.st 
cpialify thc'in for eonsideraticnj lor .semi-upper-type jobs and 
friends (sc'c C’hapter 24). 

3. You c'an create the feeling that you arc getting some- 
W'here by .stej>ping up your consumption of material goods. 
This is made possible, lor most people, b\’ the general rise 
in buying power. We will see \vhat is being done to encourage 
people to take this roxite—.succ'css, .status, and fulfillment 
through sell-indulgence—in the following chapter. 
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tixphutinif the ^"Hpgratiing 

urf/e”* 


^"Stt wr see this increasitifx sat'tal uiirent^ all caused 
by the false inipressiau nf American life cooked 
up by a bunch of ef^f^headed art directors. . * . 

/fV a Madison Avenue version of Russian roulette 
with all barrels loadefl. and somebody's fionna 
f»et hurt ."—lil.AKE ItAHNES. JH., ('oiiMiliaiit Art 
Director, in Art in Advertisinfi. 

The role of advertisinc; men in the emerctng ct.ass 
picture is botli curious aucl portentous. For .solid business 
reasons, they are ardent chamjiions of an open-class soc'iety. 

Advertisers have approximately eleven billion dollars at their 
disposal to sj^end each year on persuasive messages that, they 
hojie, will influence our consuming behavior. In the past few 
years, they have been busilv trying to di.sc’over the facts of 
class and status, and to apply their findings in shaping their 
sales appeals. 

Some of their cflort and studv is directed toward making 
sales appeals more realistic in terms of the tastes and habits of 
the members of the particular .socio-economic c*las.s they are 
trying to woo as their most likely customers (i.e., if it is beer 
you’re selling, don’t use a drawing-room setting. If it is swim¬ 
ming pools, don’t use loud colors). Such realism would seem 
wholly commendable. If the average American family must be 
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subjected to 1,5J 8 sales messages a day—tliat's the estimate- 
let them be ieasooai)le, naihstie messages. 

A great many adveitisers. hovva^ver, are not c'ontent with 
merely being realistic about class. Tluyy want to put some 
sizzle into their m(‘ssages ])v stirring up our status eonscious- 
iie.ss. In fact. th(‘v sometimes j^lavlullv call themseba's “mer¬ 
chants of discontent.’' d hey talk prolouiidly of the “u[)grading 
urge” of ji(a)ple, and seareli for appe'als that will tap that urge. 

Many of the prodnc'ts they aie trying to sell have, in the 
past, been eonlincal to a “ijuahtv market.” ’Tlie products have 
been the luxuries of th(‘ upper classes. Tlie game is to make 
them the neecsssitic's of all classes. This is done by dangling 
tin; products bcdooi non-nj)per-cIa.ss people as status svmbols 
of a liightM c'la.ss. Bv striving to buy the product—sav, wall-to- 
wall carpeting on in.stallment—the c^onsumer is made to feel 
he is upgrading him.self socially. Or the limitcd-success-ela.ss 
housewife can achieve that feeling bv paying a few cents more 
eacli day for tlu' brand of cigarette that is puffed so elegantly 
by the genuine Park Avenue matron in the c*igarette advertise¬ 
ment. 

Much of this exploiting of the “upgrading urge” is aimed 
at the workingman, As W(' have noted in the last cdiaptei', the 
modern factory opiuativc has very little opportunity to up¬ 
grade himself in his productive role in life. The advertisers, 
however, are (‘ontinuouslv inviting him to upgrade himself, or 
he rstdf, at least in his own mind, by adopting the consuming 
patterns of people in the higher classes. 

EIv Chinoy, after studying the automobile workers, makes 
the point that these peo]>le have “anonymous jobs and stand¬ 
ardized wage rates.” The only visible way left for them to 
advance in the world, he says, is by acquiring material posses¬ 
sions. And he adds: “With their wants constantly stimulated 
by high-powered adverti.sing, they measure their success by 
what they are able to buy.” A new car standing in front of 
one's home is seen as a symbol of advancement. New living- 
room furniture, a washing machine, and television are seen as 
further confirmation that one is “getting ahead.” 

The blue-collar people are adored by the mass merchandis- 
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ers because, first of all, there arc so many of them. And second, 
tiic) art' by nature tree spenders and now have more money”- 
and more installment cretht—than thev are accustomed to 
handling. In the j)ast their needs have been tjuite simple, in 
keeping with low incomes. White-collai vNorkers, in contrast, 
have less loose monev, because ol the retjuirements ot their 
way ot life. They are trying to live like the semi-upper-class 
people, otten on working-da.ss incomes. 

St'lling a higlier-class level ot living to blue-collar winkers, 
however, is not as eas\' as it might stvm. The snag, ot ctunse, 
is that onr wa\' of life simply doesn't offer the workingman a 
fighting chance to move up to a higher-prestige cla.ss. Most 
ot them are resigned to being working folks all their lives, and 
are not inclined to emulate the upper c-las.ses. They know what 
is what. As tlie Social Research, Inc., study of Wage Town 
wives puts it. “They have no f)nrning dc'.sire to gc'i above their 
classT Thc'v’ll bn>' television because it is a gadget geaia'd to 
their taste, but they need prodding and “edncaiting" to desire 
many of the traditionally higher-class j'lrodi.K ts the mass mer¬ 
chandisers desire to move in such vast numbers, such as the 
electric rotating spits or gourmet foods. Advertisers are being 
admonished b\^ the marketing experts that these people need to 
have their desires steered into new dircic'tions. At the least they 
can be indnc'cd to want to upgrade themselves by learning to 
want more wondrous, more expensive, or more sophisticated 
products. 

Advertisers also are being advised of the exciting possi¬ 
bilities offered by the children ol blue-collar families who have 
managed to take up white-collar roles in life. The Institute for 
Motivational Researc'h sngge,sts to advertisers that they should 
“welcome” such people into their new status positions, by see¬ 
ing that they get well launched witli the proper status sym¬ 
bols. It has fc:)und, from its researches, that the changes re¬ 
quired to take up the new rede are far from “painless.” There 
is often considerable uncertainty and self-doiibt. The In.stitute 
suggests this is the “fertile moment” to develop new brand 
loyalties by helping the newcomer feel comfortable with his 
new collar. This can be done, it says, by helping him know 
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the ins and onts ol the proper trappings. “The typical ‘white- 
collar’ products,” it says, “such as lashionable clothing, fash¬ 
ionable home interior ])roducts ot all kinds, golfing equipment, 
more sopliisticated foods must make this type of person feel 
that he l)elongs.” 

Not only are advertisers ardent champions of upvauTl mo¬ 
bility (or the illusion of it), but they are ardentb' in favor of 
more education tor ('vcaybody, and are in favor of more 
motherhood. Again, tliey have* some .sound, solid jcasons for 
their idealism. A study of consumer expenditures bv Alfred 
Politz Research, Inc., rev^ealed that a household wliose bread¬ 
winner has had .S'o/nc college education .spends rtvo thirds more 
than the family whose head iiever went beyond grade school. 
(Higher income presumably is the primary explanation.) The 
same study levt'aled tlie lact—exciting to rnarketer.s—that 
families with cluldixai spend $300 to $500 more a year than 
families vathout children. 

Advertisers also are enthusiastic champions of the Negro's 
right to c‘Ousuinc the good things of American life. Negroe.s— 
as they have ac(]uired skills and buying power—havt? bt^come 
a $15,000,000,000 market, (The average Negro family re¬ 
portedly buys twice as much li(|uor as the ayerage white 
family.) Also, Negroes are particularly responsiye to adyertis- 
ing appeals stressing status because we have forced them to be 
so preoccupied with status. Their publications take pride in 
reporting Negro millionaires who ride in Cadillacs; and the 
publications make the point that “no self-respecting Negro 
would smoke a (‘h<‘ap cigarette.”’ Another factor that makes 
Negroes excellent prospects for such produc-ts as television is 
that they are often barred from many places wliere other 
Americans enjoy pleasurable pursuits (such as restaurants and 
country clubs). They must take their pleasures where they can. 
And thew have been r(’pulsed so much that they often seem to 
need a specific “invitation” from marketers and merchandisers 
to buy a product, or go to a store, before they feel at ease in 
doing so. 

The prize darlings of the advertisers, however, are the fam¬ 
ilies who move about a great deal. The Interurbia study, al- 
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ready cited, found that people who move tre(|uent]y undergo 
a tremendous “upgrading urge." With each move a family 
makes, it tric'S to get a l^etter house and more ol tlie “extras.’' 
Tlu'se lamili(\s otteu leave rented citv apartments with only a 
modest assortment of worldly goods and hecome people of 
propertv with a hunger for hard goods (sueli as cais, apf)li- 
ances, etc .). If thc'y move into an ar(‘a wfiere (|uite a number 
of the neighbors have clothes driers, they led they must have 
one, too, and cpiickly. 

Other studies of new subur])ias have disclosed that llie rtisi- 
dents are ripe lor any goods sold to tluaii as keys to social 
acc'cptanc'e. And studies ol people who have achieved a toe¬ 
hold in the’ white-collar group re\'eal that these jieople like to 
be told that thev now “de.serve" the finer, more solid material 
things in life, and that for them buying the “right" thing has 
become a “bii thright." When fX’ople borrow monc'y to achieve 
all this birthriglit, they should be assured that by going into 
debt they arc* “on their way up." 

A home developer in Baltimore who has completed a half- 
dozen vast tracts is able to sell 20 per cent of his houses at 
each opening to owners in the older tracts. The average up¬ 
grade in ]:)ric'e is between $5,000 and $10,000. 

Sales strategies for harnessing the “upgrading urge” have 
probably been most exhaustively studied—and assiduously 
employed—in the marketing of automobiles. The automobile 
makers have sj:)ent small fortunes exploring the status meaning 
of their product. They have noticed that people who live in 
developments tend to leave their long, bright cars parked out 
on the street in front of the hou.se, instead of putting them in 
the garage. It was concluded that such people seek, through 
the car, a status enhancement which they may not be able to 
get from a home that looks too much like every other house 
in the block. 

The would-be sociologists, writing sales copy for automobile 
manufacturers, began bearing down on status-enhancement 
themes more heavily than ever in the late fifties. With 50,000,- 
000 cars on the road, the challenge was to make car owners 
by the millions desire to turn in the models tliey presently 
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ownerL The cars became still longer and more expensive- 
looking. 'Jlie status meanings of this were brought insistently 
to the public’s attention. 

Pl)anouth (jiioted a happy family, standing before their 
long-long cai, as disclosing proiidlv, “Were not wealthy . . , 
we just look it!’’ Dodge, in one of its radio c'ommercials, 
de]')icted an achniring man exclaiming excitedly to a Dodge 
owner: “Boy, you must be rich to own a car as big as this!” 
And, in another (‘Oinmerciah a wile was angry because her 
husband was making her wade a long distance through six 
inches of snow to reach the country-club door. He exjilained 
that he didn’t want to drive up to the door in their “little car,” 
ajid that they couldn’t alTord a big car. She retorted tliat they 
could, ii they bought a new swept-wing Dodge. 

Other automobile mantiiachirers used phrases with double 
meanings to conyey' delicately the possibility of enhancing 
social status tlii'ougli purcha.sr* of their car. Ford depicted an 
actress pointing to the Ford’s enormous tail lights, and ex¬ 
plained that they “let the people behind you know you are 
aliead of them!” Edscl, in jn'eturing across two pages of color 
a family driving up to a $60,000 or $70,000 house, stated: 
“They’ll know you’ve arrived when you drive up in an Edsel.” 
(The italics are Edsel’s, not mine.) 

The Edsel people, in theur image-building before introduc¬ 
ing their car, .studied the social status of each brand of car on 
the market, and decided that their car should be seen as the 
car for the young executive on his way up, a semi-upper 
tiainee. The validity of their approach could not be put im¬ 
mediately to a lair test, because a temporaiy slump developed 
in the automo])ile market jii.st as the car was being introduced. 

Writer E. B. White of The New Yorker noted that there 
w('re still some people in America who see a motorcar pri¬ 
marily as a mode of transportation, but that y^ou would never 
gather that from a study of sales messages. He wrote: “From 
reading the auto ads you would think that the primar)^ func¬ 
tion of the motorcar in America was to carry its owner first 
into a higher social stratum, then into an exquisite delirium of 
high adventure.” 
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That these advertising campaigns, which promised higher 
status and excjiiisite deliritim, had achieved no littie success 
is seen in the fact that Americans in the late fifties were spend¬ 
ing more ol their total income on the family cliariot than they 
were in financ ing the homestead, which housed the family and 
its car or cars. Home builders, at their 1958 convention, cited 
this as a deplorable situation demanding correc'tion. 

Over the years, the automobile niakers snc-c^eeded in build¬ 
ing up a status hierarchy lor automobiles that was well under¬ 
stood by the public. And it was well understood—motivational 
studies showed—that one could enhance' his own status il he 
was able in his car buying to move up the hierarchical ladder: 
from h'orcl, Chevrolc't, or FKinonlh; up to Tontiac, Dodge, 
Mercury, Stuch'bakei, etc.; ]>(nhaps to Ihiick, Oldsmobile, 
Chrysler, etc.; then uj) to Imperial, Linc'oln, or Cadillac. 

Cadillac was at the top ot tlu' ladder, or to switch mc'taphors 
in mid-sentcnce, the end of the rainbow. At lohn P. Mar- 
quaners “Happy Knoll” country club, a comrnittc^eman sc'cking 
to recruit a new member boastc'd that “Happy Knoll” had 
eight members who owned Cadillacs, while the rival club only 
had two members with Cadillacs, “the newest three years old.” 

As American motorcars kept getting longer in the late fifties, 
several governors and city officials begged the automobile 
industry to t'ase traffic problems by shortening the cars. (Some 
cities weie being forced to rip parking meters by the roots 
from concrete curbings and plant them fartlier apart so that 
elongated vehicles could squeeze in.) 

New York’s Mayor Robert Wagner was one such official 
appealing for smaller, shorter cars. To set an example, he said 
that “no new Cadillacs are being ordered” by his city for its 
high dignitaries. It turned out that forty-nine officials were 
riding to work in chauffeur-driven Cadillacs. Soon after the 
mayor's appeal, however, it was disclosed that his own City 
Controller Lawrence Gerosa had ordered, at city expense, a 
new $6,392 Cadillac for himself. Gerosa defended the seem¬ 
ing defiance of the mayor by saying: “The top officials of the 
city, for the dignity of their offices, should have Gadillacs.” 
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(And, he said, it would '‘embarrass” other top officials if ho 
didn’t have one.) 

As the Cadillac became the ultimate symbol of success, 
complication.s from a prestige standpoint developed. The car 
w^as also sought out l)y those now-prosperous people with 
deprived origins who had come np the hard way. Some people 
might find chllienltv in Ijuying a fine house in an exclusive area 
because of the hidden barriers; but they could, if they had tlie 
money, or credit, buy the finest in prestige-laden limo\Lsincs. 
Pierre Majtineau, periiaps the nation's leading authority on the 
syrnlxjlic meaning oi automobiles, makes the point that, as 
Cadillac devel(i[)ed vivid mc'anings as a success symbol for 
many newly sell-made men, .some upper-cla.ss pcojde of older 
w^caltli—svho were already well lecognizt'd as suc'cessful people 
—turned to c'ars that were less emphatically indicators of suc¬ 
cess. (Others in the marketing field subsct}iicntly noted the 
same point.) In mv county, one young wife who is an heiress 
of one fortune, and who married into another, drives a rather 
beat-up lour-ycar'old Ford station wagon. She can afford to 
sliow conspicuous reserve. So even the Cadillac makers W'ere 
not without their image problems. 

Otlmr blurrings developed in the status meanings of auto¬ 
mobiles. The makers of lower-priced lines, under pressure to 
find new buyers, had introduced longer, fatter, more expen¬ 
sive, more powerful, and more luxtiriously designed models 
tliat competed directly wuth their traditional superiors in status 
such as the Pontiac', Dodge, and Mercuiy. As Time magazine 
has pointed out, the Chevrolet grew two feet in two decades, 
to become bigger than thc^ Oldsmobile of ten years earlier and 
more powerful than the Cadillac of five years earlier. Mean¬ 
while, Buick, not content with being the chic, sleek car 
for doctors and uj^ward-mobile semi-upper-class people, began 
com[:>eting downward for new recruits. It stiessed how low 
priced some of its models were, and underscored this broad¬ 
ening of its image by sponsoring boxing matches on television. 

As a result of all this recruiting, both upward and down¬ 
ward, tile status gap between different makes of motorcars 
slirmik, and the Detroit-made motorcars in their various multi- 
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hiied, elongated forms began seeming less significantly diflFer- 
eul tlian they used to. Consequently, some of the makes began 
losing a little of their effectiveness as status symbols. The way 
was open for many of the nation's taste makers to sliow their 
distaste for the trend toward homogenization in Detroit by 
becoming entiiusiasts of the small~and often expensive—for¬ 
eign car. In Hollywood, the higher-level status strivers began 
trying to buy Dual-Ghia convertibles, after Frank Sinatra and 
Eddie Fisher led the way. Price: about $8,000. One big ap¬ 
peal was that only one hundred a year were supposed to be 
made. 

The typical buyer of foreign cars (even the low-cost, econ¬ 
omy ones), it should be noted, was not the workingman but 
rather the liigh-status executives, architects, or television di¬ 
rectors. As tliese taste leaders tiuaied in increasing numbers to 
more compact cars—in their search for visibly distinctive status 
symbols—the rank and file of automobile buyers, long accus¬ 
tomed to striving for even-bigger ears as .symbols of higher 
status, were confused as to which way to turn. 

The automobile makers of Detroit began hedging in their 
bets by casting dies for additional, more compact lines (which 
would at least restore readily visual distinctiveness), but they 
were still convinced from their surveying that the average 
American wants a big, bright car. 

The Institute for Motivab'onal Research advised automobile 
marketers in late 1958 that opportunity might lie in the di¬ 
rection of more elegance and exclusiveness. It proposed that 
they should “consider lifting the ceilings on car prestige.” The 
Institute pointed to the increased amount of money that many 
Americans had been making recently. Perhaps, it suggested, 
Detroit should put out some really expensive, super-elegant 
cars, “with touches of hand-crafting” that would put a crimp 
in anyone's pocketbook. “Today,” it pointed out, “there is not 
much immediately attainable beyond the range of three fairly 
high-priced makes that a really successful person can buy.” 
Presumably it meant Cadillac, Imperial, and Lincoln, which 
are typically in the $5,000 to $10,000 range. Then it noted: 
“When this is compared to the upper limits of buying a boat. 



280 • The Status Seekers 

the contrast is apparent/'^ A tidy little 43-foot cabin cruiser 
priced at, say, $49,500 offers more of a challenge, I gather, to 
tlie secjkers of really distinctive status symbols. Cadillac, eager 
to firm up its image as the fiighest-status car in the land, has 
already plunged into the $14,000-and-up class with its luxuri¬ 
ous air-conditioned Eldorado Brougham, complete with per¬ 
fume bottles, lipsticks, and drinking cups. 

Marketers, then, are .striving to promote upward mobility 
—at least at the consuming level—for solid, business reasons. 
Should this be considered a healthy or unhealthy factor? One 
hesitates to draw any decisive conclusions; but in either case 
tlie corickisSioiis are depressing. 

On the positive side, there is the fact that the marketers, 
by promoting status striving through the purchase of goods, 
are giving peoples the seri.se that they are getting ahead. This, 
at the lower levels, is largely a consumption gain. But should 
we ch^prive [leoph^ who are stuck in their jobs of even this 
psychological satisfaction? If wc can't give them a fair chance 
at making tlieir livelihood in a creative way that offers them 
the opportunities to advance, should we take away from them 
—to return to the Roman parallel—their circuses? 

On the other hand, what do wc do to people when we con¬ 
stantly hold up to them succe.ss symbols of a higher class and 
invite them to strive for the symbols? Does this increase class 
consciousness in a way that could become dangerous in an 
economic turndown? And, in this constant conversion of 
luxuries into necessities, are we pushing people to the point 
where their expectations are so high—and they live so close to 
the brink of in.solvency--that even a mild y^rolonged belt- 
tightening would leave them in an ugly mood? Further, by en¬ 
couraging people con.stantly to pursue the emblems of success, 
and by causing them to eqtiate possessions with status, what 
are we doing to their emotions and their sense of values? 
Economist Robert Lekachman has observed: *‘We can only 
guess at the tensions and anxieties generated.” 

Finally, aren't the advertisements giving Americans a dan¬ 
gerously distorted picture of how the average American lives? 

Clare Barnes, ]r., consultant art director and author of the 
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hvimoroiis best-seller, White Collar Zoo, has taken his fellow 
directors in the advertising business to task. In Art and Adver¬ 
tising (Summer, 1956), he issued a memorable blast. Adver¬ 
tising, he said, "‘has done more to cause tfie social unrest of the 
7’wentieth Centuiy than any other single factor,” He granted 
that advertising lias done wonders in raising the standard of 
living, but said that advertisers, in the way tliey had gone 
about creating a demand for their products, had concocted “a 
false and erroneous impression of the social scene today.” 
At this point he invited his c'olleagues to skim through a few 
of their advertisements aimed at the masses to see how they 
picture the “average family.” If the scene is outdoors, he said, 
“we see a house that cost eighty thousand dollars if it cost a 
nickel. The backyard, where the two beaiititul ladies are talk¬ 
ing over the fencie about a new detergent, is filled with great 
old trees, beautifully landscaped gardens that extend back to 
what looks like a golf course for dad. Around in front of the 
house are several cars this average family owns, the station 
wagon, the new Cadillac, and a sports car for the kids. When 
the ads show the interior of the house it is obvious that another 
eighty thousand bucks has gone into the furnishings of this 
average American home. Wall-to-wall caipeting, flawlessly 
decorated, beautiful antiques or even more expensive con¬ 
temporary fumiture, air conditioning, every imaginable facility 
in the kitchen to give Mrs. Average more time for her many 
worthwhile activities.” 

And tfien he went on to describe the advertisements to sell 
toilet soap. These adverti.sements .show a gorgeous model with 
a Hattie Carnegie gown in a setting of marble and mirrors. He 
said she plays the part of the “average dame.” Barnes observed 
that die average man (or woman) seeing these glowingly dis¬ 
torted depictions of himself then looks at his own setup. Per¬ 
haps he is sitting in his union suit with egg on his face, and a 
1932 refrigerator behind him. “He becomes understandably 
restless, to say the least,” says Barnes. (There is no suggestion 
that the average man has to earn all these things.) Mr. Average 
Man, Barnes continued, “figures he is underprivileged, ill- 
housed, ill-clothed, ill-fed. He is ripe for any demagogue who 
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comes along and says that air conditioning for every home is a 
necessity of life, an inalienable right of eveiy citizen. A vote 
for this demagogue is a vote for free air conditioning for every 
citizen, regardless of race, creed or place of national origin. 
Eventually a law is passed, sure enough, and tlie (Government 
provides air conditioning for tlie have-nots at the expense of 
the haves/' 

Mr. Barnes expresses apprehension that the whole thing is 
going to explode, and advertising is going to be blamed. 
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ithould status tines 
he maintainedl? 


*‘The folks on top probably like it better than those 
on the bottontr —CLItTON FADIMAN, The 
Pi etc Yorker. 

Int TIIE course of TIUS book I HAVE PROCEEDED ON THE 
assumption tliat a more open society is preferable to a more 
rigidly stratified one. That assumption, perhaps I should point 
out, is not unassailable. There is much to be said for a clear-cut 
hierarchy of status. Here, brieflly, are some of the principal 
arguments for a clearly stratified society. 

1. Stratification is necessary in order to get difficult tasks 
performed. A man who undergoes years of arduous training 
necessary to become an accountant wiU be motivated to 
undergo that training only if tliere is a reward at the end. One 
reward, of course, is the satisfaction of being an accountant. 
But most people require additional rewards—even the Soviets 
are discovering—in the form of pay and prestige. On an island 
in the lagoon of Venice, virtually all youngsters bom there 
assume they will go into the glass industry. When they are 
twelve years old they are tested. The most gifted ones become 
glass blowers and are trained for roles that have the highest 
pay and prestige. The rest take over the various jobs of prepar¬ 
ing and handling the glass, and have less pay and prestige. 

This might be viewed as a natural order for an efficient 
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society. As tlie saying goes, caqienters need kings, and kings 
need carpenters. 

2. Many j)eoplc tend to accept a status hicrarchy—and 
their place in it—naturally. One of the textile workers in 
Paterson, New Jers(jy, who was interviewed by sociologists 
seemed to recognize the naturalness of differentiation. He 
asked: “If there were no rich people, wlio would tlie poor 
people work for?’" 

As Russell Lynes has observed, “It may be sad to say it, but 
a great many people seem to want to know where tliey and 
other peoples ])elong, if only so they can move out of their 
niche into one tliey believe is better.” 

In some societies at least, status is cheerfully assumed. Dur¬ 
ing tile summer of 1958, I talked with a Venetian gondolier 
who obviously was very pleased with his $1,050 gondola. I 
inquired how one went about becoming a gondolier. 

“It is simple,” he said. “You are the son of a gondolier,” 
Tliis arrangement seemed wholly satisfac'tory to him and he 
said he had never seriously considered any other station in hfe. 

Many people in the lower classes, further, seem to accept 
automatically as superior the judgment of their superiors. In 
the armed services, enlisted men who come up for courts- 
mailial have the right to request that other enlisted men be on 
their trial panel. This privilege is not typically requested. Most 
enlisted men prefer to leave their fate up to officers. 

Three sociologists of tlie University of Chicago have been 
conducting a fascinating study of the role of social status in 
jury deliberations.^ Using actual jury panels in Chicago and 
St. Louis, they have arranged for several dozen juries to listen 
to recordings of two actual trials and then go into deliberation. 

The assumption in a jury, of course, is that all members are 
equal. And aU members must concur before a verdict is 
reached. In practice, the investigators foimd that higher-status 
Jurors tend to dominate the proceedings. (This may be because 
they have had experience in taking charge of things and lower- 
status jurors haven’t.) At any rate, a juror who was a pro¬ 
prietor was three and a half times as likely to be chosen by 
feDow jurors to be foreman as a common laborer. Interestingly, 
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in at least a tliircl of tlie cases, the first jiuor to speak \ip after 
they sat down was elected foreman. 

Before they deliberated, each juror was asked privately what 
he thought the verdict would be. It turned out that the ver¬ 
dicts favored by proprietors on the juiy were, more often than 
not, the ones finally agreed upon. After the deliberations, 
jurors were asked privately which jurors had, in their mind, 
contributed most to tlie decision. In general, those with higher 
social status were felt to have carried the most weight. Finally, 
jurors were asked what kind of people they would like to have 
on a jury—in terms of four occupational t‘ategories--if a mem¬ 
ber of their own family was on trial. The majority favored 
professionals and pioprietors. 

3. LAfe is said to be more stahh and serene in clearly strati¬ 
fied societies. This view]^>oint was most effectively articulated 
perhaps by anthropologist Ralph Linton after he had studied 
many of the world's primitive societies.^ In this world, he said, 
you can have one of two kinds of status. You can have a status 
tliat you have "‘achieved" younself through your efforts and 
talents; or you can have a status that society automatically 
‘"ascribes" to you. When people are going through a change of 
adjustaient to tlieir environment—as during our own frontier 
days—tliere is a great demand for tlie special gifts that can be 
provided best by people who achieve their status. Class lines 
crumble. If, however, your society is well adjusted to its en¬ 
vironment, then there is little demand for people of unusual 
talent, and a society of ascribed status—where little attention 
is paid to seeking talent outside the bom ehte—is hkely to 
produce more tranquillity. Linton said: 

""Americans have been trained to attach such high values to 
individual initiative and achievement that they tend to look 
down upon societies which are rigidly organized and to pity 
the persons who live in tliem. However, the members of a 
society whose statuses are mainly prescribed are no less happy 
than ourselves and considerably more at peace." 

For example, he explained; ‘"Where there can be no rivalry 
in vital matters and no social climbing, snubbing becomes 
unnecessary and indeed meaningless. . . . Members of different 
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classes can form friendships that are the stronger because 
their interests can never clash. . . . Membership in a rigidly 
organized society may deprive the individual of opportunity to 
exercise his pai-ticular gifts, but it gives him an emotional 
security which is almost unknown among ourselves.” 

An echo of this thinking appeared in the pages of the 
London Observer when it held a contest a few years ago for 
the “best defense” and the “best attack” on class chstinctions. 
One reader rising to the defense wrote: “Stratification by class 
releases the individual from preoccupation witli his own per¬ 
sonal failures.” 

4. A society that encourages status striving produce^y in 
contrasty a good deal of hruisingy disappointmenty and ugly 
feedings. If a society promotes the idea that success is associ¬ 
ated with upward mobihty, those who can’t seem to get any¬ 
where are likely to be afflicted witli tlie feeling that tliey are 
personal failures, even though the actual situation may be 
pretty much beyond tlieir control or capacity to change. Edu¬ 
cators and ministers would seem to have a responsibility here 
to try to ea.se the d:unage; and some are doing it. Educational 
psychologist Lee J. Cronbach has asked his fellow educators 
this blunt question: “How much should the school urge chil¬ 
dren to be ambitious imd mobile, in a society where most of 
them will find jobs calh'ng for httle skill?” And one of 
^America’s leading ministers, the Reverend Dr. Robert J. Mc¬ 
Cracken of New York's Riverside Church, has in sermons 
admonished his listeners to be reahstic about ambition. It is 
an admirable quality, he said, but added that we are not all 
equal in native capacity. “Most of us,” he said, “are modestly 
endowed and we shah not achieve effectiveness or happiness 
until we recognize it.” 

The person standing still in a culture that glorifies upward 
progress often suffers hurts. The greater menace to society, 
however, is the person moving downward. Any society that 
has a good deal of upward circulation is bound to have some 
downward circulation, too. We can't all stay at the high level 
our elders or we ourselves achieve. The person being declassed 
is, as previously indicated, almost invariably m an ugly mood. 
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He is seething with humiliation and apprehension. If society 
has not developed a mechanism for quickly and gently helping 
him find a new, more humble niche, then he becomes a bigot, 
a searcher for scapegoats, and an eager recruit for almost any 
demagogue who promises to set up a completely new social 
order. 

5- The culture found in a stratified society, some say, is 
more satisfying, interesting, and stimulating than that found 
in a homogenized society. In such a stratified society you have 
levels of culture, and you have a long-trained elite dictating 
what is good and proper for each class. In modem America, 
where especially at the consuming level the masses have to a 
large extent become the dictators of taste, we have to endure 
the horrors of our roadside architecture and billboards; our 
endless 7"V gun-slinging; our raw, unkempt, blatantly com¬ 
mercialized cities; our mass mercliandising of pornographic 
magazines; our faceless suburban slums-to-be; our ever- 
maudlin soap operas. Voices have been ciying out for the 
restoration of some kind of elite that can set standards and 
make them stick, Ortega y Gasset was one of the first to de¬ 
plore tlie revolt of the masses. Harvard's historian Arthur 
Schlesinger, Jr., has bemoaned what he calls the ‘^conspiracy of 
blandness” coming over American life. In England, sociologist 
T. H. Pear has viewed somewhat uneasily the breaking down 
of class distinctions there. What is it doing, he asks, to the 
polish of social life, and the long-famed gentle manners of 
English folk? And he adds the wistful ob.servation that he 
thinks of rank—as exemplified by royalty—as making England 
interesting and picturesque. 

These, then, are five of the principal arguments that can 
be offered in favor of stratification. All nm counter to the 
ideals of the prevailing American ideology. A society of 
ascribed status such as Linton described may offer a Hindu 
security and happiness in knowing his place, but it is hardly 
appropriate for mid-twentieth-century America since it shows 
little interest in the discovery of new talent. We confront in 
America a historical situation that cries out for a society of 
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achieved status. We are badly maladjusted to our environment 
and are becoming more maladjusted every month. For ex¬ 
ample: 

“We are in a state of precarious adjustment in our relations 
with otlier major societies (notably Russia’s). 

“We are still desperately trying to adjust to tlie growth of 
vast bureaucratic institutions. 

“We are still trying to adjust to a way of life that calls for 
frequent uprooting of our people and moving to new ad¬ 
dresses. 

“We face the challenge of absorbing 100,000,000 addi¬ 
tional persons in our populace within the next twenty to 
twenty-five years. 

“We face the challenge of learning to live with a tech¬ 
nological plant more awesome, prodigious, and frightening 
than anything the world has ever known. 

For all these reasons, we need to draw upon all the talent 
and intelligence we can muster. We need to encourage by 
eveiy means possible the discovery and advancement of people 
of unusual potential in our three supporting classes. In a 
rigidly stratified society, such people are not even considered. 

The challenge to us is to recognize the reahties of our cur¬ 
rent class situation. The main reality is our tendency toward 
greater rigidity in our stratification while pretending that pre¬ 
cisely the opposite is occurring. We are consigning tens of 
millions of our people to fixed roles in life where aspiration is 
futile, and yet we keep telling them that those who have the 
stuff will rise to the top. We don’t even allow them the satis¬ 
faction of feeling secure, dignified, and creative in their low 
status. And, socially, we look down upon them. 

Because of this frustration and isolation imposed upon many 
members of the sxipporting classes, we have a frightful shatter¬ 
ing of integrity. This shows up in the extraordinarily high 
psychoses rates we encounter as we approach the bottom of 
our social scale. And it shows up in the fantastically high 
delinquency and crime rates among the younger poor of 
America. In Spain, where class lines are better understood and 



Should Status Lines Be Maintained? * 291 


accepted, you have vastly more poverty but relatively little 
accompanying juvenile delinquency. 

Perhaps it also shows up in something medical investigators 
have noticed. As you get netrr the bottom of the social scale, 
there is an abrupt rise in a disorder called anomie—feeling iso¬ 
lated, loosely attached to the world, and convinced that tilings 
are tough all over. 

Status distinctions would appear to be inevitable in a society 
as complicated as our own. The problem is not to try to wipe 
them out—which would be impossible—but to achieve a 
reasonably happy society within their framework. If we accept 
that context, much can be done to promote contentment, 
mutual respect, and hfe satisfaction. 

There appear to be two principal approaches. One is to 
promote more understanding betw'een people of the various 
class groupings in our society. The other is to make class dis¬ 
tinctions less burdensome by making certain that people of 
real talent are discovered and encouraged to fulfill their poten¬ 
tial regardless of their station in life. In the two final chapters, 
we shall explore these two possibilities. 



probiems in under Hi fBnding 


^‘‘"People who had become neighbors did not riot 
against each €dher,** —A. M. LEE and N. D. 

HIJMPHKEV, after analyzing: the Detroit race 
riot of 1943. 

We have seen in earlier chapters ihat the average 
American in his friendly associations is becoming more and 
more limited as far as diversity is concerned. Usually he con¬ 
fines himself to people in his particular niche. He doesn’t know 
much about people on either side of him in the social grid who 
seem different because they come from outside his world, and 
may be of different ethnic origin. Furtliermore, he doesn’t 
know much about people above or below him on the prestige 
scale of social classes. His job, his ninghborhood, and his 
church—because of stratifying tendencies—have increased this 
isolation. 

Some would argue that associating only witli your own kind 
makes for a more pleasant life. Otto Butz quotes a Princeton 
senior of upper-class origin—his father is a successful Mid¬ 
western businessman—who articulated this view; ‘'Most peo¬ 
ple, true enough, I wouldn’t invite for a drink to my country 
club. But this is not a matter of disliking them or feeling 
superior to them. We are simply different. Intimate social 
contact would be pointless and probably boring on both 
sides.”^ 

Somehow the lad sounds insufferable. His blinders are on 
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for life. And he likes it. He is oblivions to the other 9912 per 
cent of the people of the United States who live outside his 
arid little niche. He will never know the exhilaration and fas¬ 
cination of having as friends such colorful and often wonder¬ 
fully articulate folks as clam diggers, house movers, volunteer 
file chiefs, antique salesmen, mental-hospital nurses, bill col¬ 
lectors, farmers, marriage brokers, zoo keepers, divorce law¬ 
yers, airline hostesse.s, rare-bird (collectors, and house detec¬ 
tives. The j)roper young man from Princeton is not like tlie 
vice-president I know of a half-billion-dollar corporatic^n who 
includes among his closest friends a ninth-grade schoolteacher 
and an amiable, talkative motorboat salesman. He finds them 
more diverting and relaxing than anyone else lie has encoun¬ 
tered in recent years. And our Princeton lad is not like the 
gray-haired corporation president in New York State who told 
me: ‘Tf I were a young fellow starting out, I would get to 
know all sorts of people and leani how they live and how to 
get thc^m pulling for you. I don't mean just the big people of 
your own social level. Knock around with the 80 per cent or 
90 per cent of our wonderful people whom we erroneously 
call the masses." He explained that the reason he had made a 
sideline of dabbling in local politics during most of his adult 
life was that it helped him keep in touch with reality, and with 
people's aspirations and needs. Keeping a hand in politics, he 
felt, was the mo.st important thing he ciid during his long rise 
to the presidency of his corporation. 

A lively and friendly curiosity about people around us who 
lead lives that are quite different from our own can add spice 
and enrichment to our own. Even if there is no particular 
desire to develop personal friendships, still an understanding 
of their way of life and their aspirations can make life for us 
all a great deal easier in our overcrowded nation of strangers 
that is developing. 

We should begin by taking a hard look at our hundreds of 
one-layer development communities where the houses are all 
built to sell to a group with specific socio-economic and often 
ethnic characteristics. This new-style segregation conceived by 
builders is at the root of much of the growing cleavage be- 
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tween status groups. Not only is our neighborhood socializing 
at Plywood Estates development confined to people all-too- 
much like ourselves; but our children, in walking to school, see 
only homes pretty much like tlieir own. And at die school, they 
learn to know only children pretty much like themselves. At 
the churches, stores, hospital, and ‘‘community” center, we see 
more of the same. It is aU too tidy, too neatly packaged, too 
sanitary, and too juiceless. 

Adjoining our Plywood Estates, but with a clear-cut dividing 
line, is another firm^s slightly lower-priced development. It 
may specialize in Albanian-Americans earning $6,000 to 
$7,750. The appearance of tliousands of Albanian-Americans 
across the boundary makes us search every Albanian’s face, 
bearing, and behavior for telltale evidence that he is somehow 
different from us. And since these particular Albanians are 
living in a development well known to be lower-priced than 
our own, many of us—with only tliat flimsy basis—develop a 
picture in our heads of aU Albanian-Americans as being dis¬ 
tinctly different from us and somehow inferior to us. The 
appearance of so many Albanian-Americans in one spot mag¬ 
nifies in our mind the differentness of Albanians. If we need 
a scapegoat, they’re it, and tensions rise. We become preju¬ 
diced about all Albanians. On the other hand, if an Albanian- 
American couple lived a few doors from us in an old-fashioned 
kind of community, we would know them personally as Joe 
and Ethel Zog, and judge them for their personal worth. 

A number of sociological studies have established that 
genuine acquaintance (rather than simply sight acquaintance) 
lessens prejudice. This holds true whether the acquaintances 
are Albanians, Jews, Negroes, or Mohawk Indians. And it 
holds true with particular force if the people who seemed so 
difiercnt are from a status level in their own group that is 
equal or superior to our own status. 

One comparative study of particular interest (since so many 
cities are arguing the issue of interracial public housing) was 
that made of the attitudes of white housewives living in inte¬ 
grated projects (New York City) and housewives living in 
segregated (all white) projects (Newark, New Jersey).2 In 
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one of the comparative tests, only 6 per cent of the segregated 
white wives in Newark indicated they thought of Negroes as 
being “sociable, friendly, cheerful/' whereas 33 per cent of tlie 
white New York City wives living as neighbors of Negroes 
checked those traits. On the negative side, fully a third of the 
segregated white Newark waves (who rarely had any direct 
acquaintance with Negroes) thought of them as being “low 
class, noisy, rowdy, impulsive, primitive, drink a lot.” Among 
the New York white wives who knew Negroes as neighbors, 
only 9 per cent checked those traits. A majority of the wives 
in the integrated New^ York project reported that their atti¬ 
tudes toward Negroes had become more favorable since living 
in the project. Only a few said their attitudes had become 
less favorable. 

An Army study among soldiers produced a similar finding. 
It found that tlie more personal contact white infantrymen had 
had with Negro soldiers, the less evidence they showed of 
harboring any prejudice. 

S. I. Hayakawa, the authority on attitude formation, makes 
the very important poiiit that Negroes now bear a heavy re¬ 
sponsibility in helping wdiites accept them naturally. The 
battle for equal rights, he says, is now moving from the courts 
to the field of personal relations. He states: 

“The Negro, to a degree hitherto impossible, can set the 
tone of social and business intercourse by the clues he gives 
in his speech and beliavior iis to how he expects to be treated.” 
If he acts obsequiously or neiwously or self-consciously or 
over-assertively, the whites will respond accordingly. “If he 
acts naturally, tliey will, in 9 cases out of 10, act naturally too 
and be happy and relieved that meeting a Negro was not the 
ordeal tliey tliought it was going to be.” 

Hayakawa went on to explain that ^*the secret of acting 
naturally [is to] forget as far as possible that one is Negro." 
The Negro who is a biochemist or a parent at a P.T.A, meeting 
should expect to be treated as just another biochemist or 
parent. “But if you are a biochemist or a parent and expect to 
be tieated as a Negro, people are going to treat you as a 
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Negro, whatever that means to them/' Acting naturally, of 
course, as he points out, is easier said than done. 

It is being discovered that people are more willing to accept 
(with a minimum of protest) a situation that puts tliem with a 
previously excluded group if individuals or institutions they 
respect lead the way. Significantly, on college campuses, it has 
been the fraternities with tlie highest prestige that have led 
the way to integrating minority-group members. (Perhaps the 
leadership of the socially secure makes it safe for lower-status 
fraternities to do the same.) The Laurelhurst Beach Club of 
Seattle, for more than a decade, had accepted virtually no new 
Jewish members. For ten montlis eveiy year, Jewish and non- 
Jewish children of the neighborhood played together; but dur¬ 
ing the two summer months every year, the non-Jewish cliil- 
dren went to the club and the Jewish children could not 
follow. Several of the most resj^ected citizens of the com¬ 
munity, including a law-school dean and a minister, led the 
way for an anti-discrimination amendment. Later, at a mass 
meeting, more than five hundred members voiced unanimous 
support for the change. 

In several situations studied, the in-group had vigorously 
objected when the proposal to eliminate barriers against 
minorities (on the job, in dormitories, or in housing projects) 
was first proposed. But when authorities moved firmly and told 
them they could like it or get out, they accepted the change as 
something that w'as beyond their control, and soon were turn¬ 
ing their attention to other matters. This firm approach is 
particularly likely to be successful (and to be secretly wel¬ 
comed) if the people in the in-group have been a bit con- 
science-stricken at finding themselves in an anti-democratic 
stance. 

An interesting experiment in promoting understanding be¬ 
tween people who seem on the surface different is the Panel of 
Americans. At twenty-five American colleges and universities, 
teams or panels consisting typically of five students go about 
the countryside talking about themselves and inviting search¬ 
ing, blunt questions. Typically, a panel will consist of students 
of these five group identifications; Catholic, Puerto Rican, 
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Jew, Negro, and white Protestant. They go into high schools 
and junior high schools, into union halls, churches, P.T.A. 
meetings, etc. Each member tells what it means to be a mem¬ 
ber of his or her group. The New York University panel, for 
example, went to Peekskill, New York, where there had been 
a great deal of hostility between different groups, and ap¬ 
peared before junior-high-school students in the afternoon. 
That evening, the panel was to appear before tlie P.T.A. So 
many pupils insisted their parents attend tliat the session drew 
the largest crowd in tlie organization's history. Weeks later, 
reports came back to the P.T.A. that the effects of the meeting 
were being noted even in supermarkets where more neigh¬ 
borly chatting was obsei-ved between housewives of different 
ethnic and racial groups. 

Anotlier place where we should begin taking a hard look is 
at the tight hierarchical stratification of superiors-subordinates 
in the large company. At what point does bureaucratic growth 
become seriously anti-democratic? What can be safely done in 
the big company—w^here Peter M. Blau reported finding ‘"pro¬ 
found feehngs of inequality and apathy" in the lower echelons 
—to restore more democracy and more understanding? A few 
experiences perhaps will be instructive: 

—At a large insmance company, a study was made of 
twenty-four clerical sections to find what kind of leadership 
produced the best results in output.*'^ There has long been an 
assumption, Blau points out, tliat the lenient, democratic-type 
leader in a company is less effective than the disciplinarian 
who rides herd on subordinates. He is presumed to be a victim 
of the weakness of indulgence in order to prove what a good 
fellow he (or she) is. 

The insurance study produced clear evidence to the con¬ 
trary. It was found that the section chiefs who closely super¬ 
vised the work of their clerks and gave detailed instructions 
were less successful in meeting production goals than the 
section chiefs who gave their clerks freedom to do the work 
in tlie best way they felt it could be done. 

—The United States Steel Company stumbled upon an 
important key to improved employee understanding and 
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efficiency when it sought to find ways to cut financial and 
man-hour losses due to accidents. In the past, its officials had 
used the authoritarian approach of posting instructions on tlie 
bulletin board. Violators of the instructions were sent home 
for a day. Still, accidents persi.sted. There seemed to be a point 
below which the accident rate could not be cut. The com¬ 
pany’s leadership decided upon a new ‘"psychologicar’ ap¬ 
proach. It began calling in tlie employees in groups of three 
or four and asking for their suggestions on how their par¬ 
ticular operation could be made safer. These sessions are held 
in clean conferenc^e rooms. Thousands of them have been 
held. Coffee is served. At a plant near Pittsburgh, I listened as 
a group of four workmen analyzed step by step their job, in 
which a team of eight men lift one-tliousand-pound rails and 
take them to a designated spot. It was an exciting experience. 
These workmen argued about who should give the signal to 
lift, how they should place their feet, and so on. A gray-haired 
man named Charlie got up and gave a demonstration of the 
theories he had developed over the years. For the first time 
these men were seeing that their job, physical as it is, was 
important; that their advice was important; and that they 
could help improve the safety and efficiency of their own 
operation. 

Tliis new approach to safety—called “Operations Attitude*' 
—was first introduced in the Chicago plant diat had the highest 
accident rate of any of the company’s main plants: 2.29 acci¬ 
dents per million man-hours. Within two years, that rate had 
been cut to the sensationally low .66, the best in the com¬ 
pany’s entire history. 

More impressive, the company began getting some pleas¬ 
antly unexpected dividends. Wherever employees were con¬ 
sulted about their job, morale generally rose, and so did pro¬ 
duction. 

—The experience of West Germany’s industry indicates that 
more and more bureaucratization need not necessarily be the 
wave of the future for the United States. Until recent years, 
Germany’s industries were notoriously bureaucratized and 
cartelized. Today, West German industry is swinging back 



Problems in Understanding • 299 


toward greater emphasis on the individual. Team research is 
being .spumed in favor of individual research. Large industries 
, deliberately are decentralizing and giving plant managers 
more authority and more responsibility for profit and loss. 
Meanwhile, Germany has been seeing a growth in middle- 
sized companies. In the chemical field, the great bulk of the 
companies are now medium sized. Only three are big in the 
prewar sense. While this democratization has been going on, 
West Germany has been astonishing tlie world with its eco¬ 
nomic progress. 

Still another area where large improvements can be made in 
understanding is between oiu* upper-class professional people 
and the people of tlie lower classes they are supposed to serve. 
(We will discuss educators in the next chapter.) As we have 
noted, tliere is often a grievous lack of communication or in¬ 
sight that diminishes the professionals* effec^tiveness. 

Consider the matter of sex. The marriage manuals, written 
by “autlioritics’* from the upper classes, are enormously preoc¬ 
cupied with elaborate pre-union techniques of foreplay. For 
couples of lower educational levels, such recommended tech¬ 
niques actually diminish the likelihood tliat the woman will 
find satisfaction from the experience. Furthermore, such tech¬ 
niques so earnestly pontificated are viewed by these couples 
as so much intellectual eroticism and dillydallying. The upper- 
level doctor who brusquely requests the lower-level patient to 
strip for a physical examination also is revealing his lack of 
understanding of the mores of people in the lower classes, 
who typically are deeply embarrassed by such requests. 

The sex laws of tlie nation, too, are unrealistic in terms of 
the mores of the great majority of the people. These laws are 
written by lawyers and lav^makers typically from the upper 
levels of our society. The Institute for Sex Research estimates 
that 95 per cent of the total male population could at some 
time be prosecuted as a sex-law violator of one sort or another. 

And psychiatrists, for all their erudition, have a great deal 
to leam about the public they are supposed to seiwe, accord¬ 
ing to the findings of the Yale group of sociologists and psy¬ 
chiatrists (see Chapter 18). These psychiatiists express^ 
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annoyance and revulsion at the behavior of lower classes that 
they encountered during therapy. They were shocked by the 
sex mores of the lower classes and they were disgusted at 
wives from tlie lower classes w^ho accepted beatings from their 
husbands as a natural and reasonable part of life. 

And there were communication failures that annoyed the 
psychiatrists. One psychiatrist related: ‘T had to repeat, repeat, 
repeat.’' Another said: '‘She was a poor, unhappy, miserable 
woman~we were worlds apart."^ 

A part of the problem is that the people in the two lower 
classes tend to be dubious tliat anything worth while can be 
accomplished by a head doctor. They prefer to think of ail¬ 
ments as having a physical basis. For example, they account 
for the mental illness of relatives as being due to such things 
as “bad blood," a “bump on the head," and “too much booze. 

August B. Hollingshead and Frederick C. Redlich, speaking 
for the Yale team, advise psychiatrists to examine their profes¬ 
sional biases. They feel much must be done to improve com¬ 
munication between psychiatrist and lower-class patient. And 
psychiatrists, they conclude, should undertake to school them¬ 
selves on tlie social structure witliin which they operate, and 
the life values of people of the various classes. 

All of us might lead more effective lives, and quite probably 
more serene ones, if we sought to understand our whole 
society and not just our particular niche in it. 
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widening the gates 
to opportnnitg 


“For the American youth who really wishes to 
succeed, a college degree has become a basic 
requirement. Unlike in previous decades, however, 
the degree is no longer so much a help in competing 
for a good Job as it is a requirement to enter 
the race ,’*—ARNOLD GREEN, Pennsylvania State 
University. 

While relaxing at a coffee house in buffalo near the 
campus of a local college (State University of New York) in 
late 1958, I heard an all-too-typical story of the changing 
opportunity picture in mid-century America. My informant 
was a waiter (named Joe) who was a tall, thoughtful, per¬ 
sonable, husky, articulate young man with a crew cut. Joe was 
working to keep himself in college and he explained to me, 
under questioning, why he was still only a freshman at the age 
of twenty-two. He had believed in the American Dream, and 
lost four years as a result. 

Joe has six brothers and sisters; and his father is a financially 
strapped Civil Service clerk. When Joe graduated from a local 
high school with good grades, he decided it would be too 
much of a burden on his family to try to go to college. Besides, 
he had a girl and he wanted a car and spending money. So he 
went to work for a large manufacturing corporation in the 
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area. He began on the assembly line. Soon convinced that 
there was no possibility of progress there, he switched to being 
a crane operator, and later became a stock-room clerk. He 
worked hard, and everyone seemed satisfied with liLs work. 
But he felt he wasn’t getting any place. Joe related: 

"‘I had just taken it for granted that I could cpiafify for 
better jobs, but 1 was bumping my head against a very low 
ceiling. Even in tlie cafeteria there was a wall between where 
I could eat and where the office force ate. 1 was labeled 
'plant.’ ” 

Every few months Joe went to the personnel ofiBce to ask 
about getting on the “office” force. The people there at first 
seemed surprised by his appearance before them. They took 
out his file card, which showed he had a high-school educa¬ 
tion, and said they couldn’t think of anything he might qualify 
for at the moment. Later they seemed to treat him as a 
nuisance. Joe continued: 

“It took me a long time to realize just what the situation 
was. In twenty years I would still be in the stock room or 
operating a machine. So,” said Joe with a sigh, “I’m bying 
college. It is hard to get the hang of studying after four years, 
but I’m doing all right.” He is studying abnormal p.sychology. 
A university professor who knows Joe’s background spoke of 
him in admiring terms. 

Not all corporations require a diploma to “enter the race” 
—to use Arnold Green’s phrase—but the trend is strongly in 
that direction. A number of studies agree that more than three 
quarters of the higher executives of our larger companies now 
have had some college education. And one study found that, 
during the quarter century from 1928 to 1952, there was a 78 
per cent rise in the numb^ of top executives who were college 
graduates. 

Joseph A. Kahl quotes an executive who states that, while 
only half of the executives of his own age group are college 
men, about 90 per c*ent of the men “starting out now” are 
“college.” flaymond W. Mack of Northwestern University re¬ 
ports that, out of one hundred promising management men 
who had been sent by their company to that campus for an 
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eight-week training or broadening course in the liberal arts, 
only four had never been to college before. And those four 
were all in the older, over-forty, category. 

The large corporations looking for management trainees 
appear to be more insistent on confining their search to college 
men than the smaller companies, which often are more old- 
fashioned and have to scratch harder to find qualified men 
wilhng to take a chance on a smaller company. Our aloof 
Princeton senior quoted by Otto Butz in the previous chapter 
made a point of this. He said, ‘T am now confidently looking 
forward to entering the world of big business.” The lad said 
he had just “had myself interviewed” by more than a dozen 
different companies. He reports: “I found that as I talked with 
the representatives of the smaller and more conservative and 
provincial companies I inevitably detected a feeling on the 
part of the inteiviewer of resentment . . . toward me. Wlien, 
on the other hand, I was being looked over by the really large 
and dynamic enterprises, the situation was exactly the op¬ 
posite . . . both of us would immediately feel a sense of easy 
rapport. The reason for this, as I quickly realized, was of 
course that the progressive corporations with the truly big 
potential are tlie ones wliich staff their top executive levels 
with my kind of person.”^ 

Each year, more tlian six hundred large companies send 
recniiters to college campuses in search of possible manage¬ 
ment material. What has convinced many large companies that 
they should confine their management-training programs to 
college men? There is little question, of course, why this is 
happening when they are looking for men with sldlls in law, 
chemistry, engineering, etc. Many eventually become execu¬ 
tive material. But what about the non-professional college men 
who go into the large companies in such large numbers? 

One explanation, of course, is the growing complexity of 
management and production problems. College-trained experts 
in business methods are said to be needed. But If that is so, 
why do so many college-trained executives preside in fields 
far removed from their course of study? Sociologist Melville 
Dalton found that 62 per cent of the college-educated execu» 
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ti\ cs he studied “were engaged in duties not related to their 
fonnal training/' He cited examples: “The industrial relations 
department was headed by officers witli degrees in aero¬ 
nautical and chemical engineering, a di\dsions superintendent 
had speciahzed in medicine, a superintendent had majored in 
law/’^ 

Another €^xplanation offered is that in these complex times 
corporations need “brains." That, too, has a large element of 
trutli. But what kind of brains? Patricia Salter West reported, 
after studying 10,000 college graduates, that “academic 
abihty, or whatever ability is measmed by college marks, 
makes very little difference to success in business/^' 

The executive cited a moment ago who said that 90 per 
cent of the men starting now were “college" offered an ex¬ 
planation that hardly sheds light on the situation. He said 
that top management had learned over the years that the 
college man is a “dollars and cents" asset because he is a 
better risk for “promotion." And then he added: “The mortality 
is not as high. Providing they have a well-rounded and 
balanced personality. That's the essential thing, of course. 
*«Vou've got to have a well-balanced man who gets along with 
people, which is the first essential."^ 

So there you have it. 

Certainly, college adds something in the way of know-how 
or viewpoint or social poise that enhances a businessman's 
chance of progressing in the corporation. At the same time, 
however, we should not overlook two technical, informal fac¬ 
tors that undoubtedly have a great deal to do with the trend 
toward making the executive suite a college club. 

One is the growing use of the blueprint approach to the 
selection of personnel, with the growth of thousands of vast 
business institutions. In any bureaucracy, we noted earlier, 
impersonality is a pervading feature. It is easier for a personnel 
department to draw up its job specifications and then “go by 
the book." Its officials impersonally build their organization 
tables and, for each level, assign minimum qualifications. 
Typically, the minimums become higher in terms of schooling 
widi each step up the hierarchy. It's neater that way. 
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The other informal factor is the growing “professionaliza¬ 
tion*' of business executives. The growth of business schools 
and management-consulting firms has perhaps helped this 
trend along. At any rate, we are seeing an effort by the ex¬ 
ecutives themselves to protect their in-group by limiting the 
number of possible challengers and at the same time enhance 
its prestige by confining it pretty much to a diploma elite. 

Patricia Salter West quotes “a big corporation executive” 
as saying he realizes fully that a college education is no magic 
way to make “a silk purse out of a sow’s ear.” But then he 
adds: “Still, we always pick our junior management from the 
colleges just on the statistical probabilities; we have a little 
better chance of getting a good man out of a bunch of college 
kids. I know it’s unfair to a lot of good men who never get 
considered, but it’s worked out to be good economics for us. 
Too, deciding in advance to pick a college boy gives you a 
good way to eliminate a lot of candidates right off the bat.” 

Whatever the reasons, this fascination with the diploma as 
a badge of eligibility apparently is becoming a peimanent 
feature of life at the well-established corporation. In a good 
many other areas, this fascination is also becoming a perma¬ 
nent feature. While in Buffalo, I learned that an obscure little 
college neiuby whose name w^oiild not be recognized by one 
American in a hundred now requires any beginning instruc¬ 
tors it hires to have a doctor’s degree. It has been stated that 
the late Albert Einstein would have been unable to teach 
science at a United States high school because he never took 
any education courses. 

In many areas, tlie kind of education we have largely deter¬ 
mines the status we will have tlnoughout our adult life. Al¬ 
though this has its oppressive implications, at least it should 
be noted that education is a more humane and enlightened 
measure for stratifying society than ancestry or family wealth. 
The educational have-nots in our adult world at least have 
the hope tliat their children can succeed through education, 
where they did not. August B. Holhngshead noted that some 
of the parents in the lower classes of Elmtown had a “blind, 
almost pathetic faith” that education would enable their 
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children to gain something from life that was denied to them. 
And Eleanor Roosevelt has observed with her usual eloquence: 
“What sustains us as a nation . . . [is] the feeling that if 
you are poor . . . you still see visions of your children having 
the opportunities that you missed.” 

If education is to be the main key to a higher-statiis way of 
life, then the availability of education to all of high native 
ability becomes crucial. If the channels of access to higher 
education bec‘<mie clogged at the lower levels, then we will 
indeed have a rigid society, and a potentially inflammatory 
situation. 

As sociologist Richard Centers put it after sampling na¬ 
tional attitudes: “If non-reward should become more univer¬ 
sally the citizen’s lot than it is now, we can only expect dis¬ 
illusion and radicalism to become more prevalent. 

As I see it, tlie situation, then, is this. If tlie American 
Dream is to have reality—and if we are to have available the 
talent of our most capable young people for the challenging 
years ahead~it seems imperative that we clear and broaden 
the channels of access to higher education for those qualified. 

As things stand today—despite the clamor for more sci¬ 
entists—a vast amount of brain power is going to waste. And 
most of the wastage is in the three supporting classes. Look for 
a moment at a few of the evidences of wastage. 

—The Army found during World War II that 5,000 soldiers 
who scored in its very highest mental group had never gone 
beyond eighth grade. 

—A study of a large graduating class of a New York City 
high school revealed that half the youngsters with I.Q.’s of 
more than 135—or near the genius level—did not go on to 
college. 

—Sociologist Joseph A. Kahl reports that two thirds of the 
American youngsters who would appear to be good college 
material—those with I.Q.'s of 117 or higher—never graduate 
from college. 

All estimates appear to agree that the number of bright 
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high~schooI seniors who do not go on to college each year 
runs into the hundreds of thousands. 

Furthermore, class position seems to have a good deal to 
do with the failure to go to college. A study of 1,000 
Milwaukee higli-school graduates who were all rated as '*col- 
lege material” showed that, while nearly 100 per cent of those 
from upper-income families had gone on to college, tlie 
percentage dropped to around 25 per cent for lower-income 
families. Similarly, a study at Harvard revealed that, among 
the boys judged to be the brightest, the expectation of going 
on to college was far greater among those from liomes of 
executives, doctors, and lawyers. In fact, the expectation at 
that level was three times as great as it was among sons of 
semi-skilled w^orkingmen. Sociologist Elbridge Sibley—after 
studying school records in Pennsylvania—has concluded that 
a decision to go on to college is influenced fai* more by the 
father s occupation than it is by the son's I.Q. 

One reason for this unquestionably is the cost of going to 
college. Higher education, the key to higher status, must be 
bought with money. And as social psychologist Herbert H. 
Hyman points out, money is “the veiy^ commodity which the 
lower classes lack.” 

The cost of going to college has doubled since 1940 and is 
expected to double again by 1970. America's colleges typically 
are desperately short of funds. They can't pay faculty mem¬ 
bers anywhere near the salaries their skills command in 
private industry. And college enrollments are expected to 
double in the coming decade. As a result of these pressures, 
Columbia University's Eli Ginzberg points out, a trend is 
under way in which “more and more of the costs of a college 
education are assessed against the student.”® The social danger 
here, he agrees, is that “if tuition is raised to cover cost, with¬ 
out a simultaneous increase in the number of scholarships and 
loans, parental income rather than personal ability will deter¬ 
mine who gets an advanced education and who does not.” 

Currently, the average American student must pay between 
$1,600 and $1,700 to stay a year in college. The costs vary, 
of course, according to the type of college. Here, very roughly, 
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is what 1 have loiincl one may expect iii die way of total cost 


per year at five types of college today: 

State university $1,300 

Private coeducational school $1,800 
Institute of technology $2,050 

Private mens college $2,175 

Pri\aite women’s college $2,425 


These prices, of course, include die cost of food and lodg¬ 
ing, and assume the student is going to “go away” to school. 
A boy (or girl) is going to eat at least $400 worth of food in 
nine months whether he is at home or school. (Costs are 
substantially less if he or she lives within commuting distance 
of the college to be attended.) The colleges have been de¬ 
veloping a number of ingenious schemes for helping students— 
and their parents—finance college educations. The wav'S open, 
aside from the parents’ bank accounts, include installment 
paying, leani-while-you-work plans, loans, scholarships, 
summer jobs. It can be demonstrated quite convincingly that 
money is no absolute barrier for the bright and enterprising 
student. Still, the trend is away from self-help. While most 
students today earn some of dieir college expenses, they earn 
a smaller percentage of the total cost tlian diey did in former 
years. Patricia Salter West reports diat, in the group of several 
thousand college graduates she helped study, it was discovered 
that the percentage who had earned most of their expense 
money dropped from 49 per cent to 31 per cent when gradu¬ 
ates over fifty years of age were compared with those under 
fifty. Apparently, “working my way through college” is be¬ 
coming more and more a figure of speech. 

Another serious handicap of the bright youngster from the 
lower classes is his (or her) lack of motivation. He could 
often find a way to get to college if he had a burning desire, 
but he hasn’t learned to aspire to a college education or to 
dream in large terms. This factor of low motivation has been, 
until recently at least, widely overlooked by educators. 

The common lack of motivation encountered at the lower 
levels has developed for several reasons. A youngster from 
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the lower classes, first of all, may be rather sour on the 
educational process as a result of being snubbed at the dating 
age by youngsters from the upper classes. Mollingshead quotes 
the truant officer in Elmtown as saying that he didn't blame 
tlie youngsters from the lower classes for becoming disgusted 
and quitting. He said: “When the.se kids get into high school, 
especially the girls, it's mighty hard on them. Some girls have 
better clotJies than others, they have more money. . . . These 
[the poor] kids get snooted, and you can’t blame them for 
feeling the way they do.'”^ 

Furthennore, the most tempting goal in life for many in the 
lower levels, becau.se of the environment of defeatism they live 
in, is to get by and live it up. Money for the moment becomes 
the goal. With money they can buy a car and have more fun 
with the girls and free themselves from dependency on their 
parents. Thev haven’t been encouraged to think further tlian 
that. Quitting school to get a job promises the money they 
desire. 

While Joseph A. Kahl was working with the Harvard 
Laboratory of Social Relations, he and his colleagues sought 
to explore this matter of low motivation with youngsters in 
the Boston area. They chose twenty-four boys for intensive 
study. Each boy was interviewed at considerable length, and 
so was his father. All twenty-four of the boys were from the 
supporting, or “common-man," classes. Their fathers were 
blue-collar workmen or petty white-collar job holders. The 
crucial point is this: all the boys were college material with 
I.Q.'s that put them in tlie top fifth of the population, yet only 
half of them planned to go to college; half did not.® 

The investigators found that, in general, the boys who did 
not plan to go to college, and tlieir parents, too, had an 
attitude toward life different from that of the college-oriented 
boys and their parents. Sons reflected parents, Kahl relates, 
to a remarkable degree in their values about life. Families 
that were not college-oriented lived by a philosophy of "'get¬ 
ting by." They were resigned to life and felt that college— 
when they thoiight about it at all—was beyond their grasp. 
Families tliat were coUege-minded were geared to “getting 
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ahead,” and the fathers typically felt they had been fmstrated 
in life by lack of education. Of the twelve boys w^ho had no 
plans to go to college, eleven came from families where the 
‘^getting by” philosophy was dominant. They had been con¬ 
ditioned by their famib'es not to expect much from life. They 
were bored w'itli school, and felt that rumiing around witli 
their gang of friends was the most important thing they could 
do. And tfiey tended to look upon tlie boys taking the college- 
preparatory course as stupid and sissified, as “fruits” wdio 
carried books home at night. On the other hand, the boys who 
yearned to go to college viewed the non-striv^ers as being 
“irresponsible” and not knowing “what was good for them.” 

Katherine Archibald, in her study of shipyard w^orkers, tells 
of one keen-minded w^orker who hadn’t shared his father's 
“get ahead” aspirations, lie had quit school at fifteen. “My 
dad kind of wanted me to finish high school and then go on 
to college,” he recalled sadly, “but when I saw all the other 
fellows with tlieir girl friends and their cars and lots of money 
I couldn’t wait any longer so I got a job.” Typically, such 
young men can start out making what seems to the^m like 
excellent pay. It is almost as much as tlieir semi-skilled fathers 
are making after working several decades. What they come 
to realize, after it is too late, is that they will be making the 
same pay, except for possible across-the-board raises in the 
“scale,” twenty years hence. And then they may have a wife 
and .several children to support. 

Those two factors then—the high cost of college and the 
low motivation toward college caused by an environment of 
resignation, ostiacism, and hedonism—help account for the 
“wastage” of a very large percentage of our brighter young 
people. Some of the young.sters, tlrose who feel they have been 
priced out of tire college picture, feel badly frustrated. For 
the others, the resigned hedonists, the frustration typically 
comes later. 

If the American Dream is to have meaning to the majority 
of our young people, they mu.st be encouraged to do their best. 
And they must be convinced that, if they do their best, they 
will be considered on their merits. 
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How can tliey be encouraged to do their best, and be 
assured that if they do they will be considered? These are 
questions that deserve the most earnest attention of our busi¬ 
ness leaders, our government leaders, and our educational 
leaders. Each of these groups has a heavy responsibility if we 
are to acliieve the goal of a genuine circulation of talent. Con¬ 
sider first tlie implied responsibility of the nation's business 
leaders. 

Every large business institution would seem to have a re¬ 
sponsibility to recruit at least some of its management person¬ 
nel from its own family of employees. A number of companies 
are meeting tliis responsibility and have been recruiting some 
of their management trainees from the ranks of foremen and 
clerical workers. 

Those corporate executives who feel tlieir upper ranks 
should consist primarily of college men would seem to have 
a responsibility to offer college scholarships to talented yoimg- 
sters in communities where they have plants. And with every 
scholarship, their company should offer a supplemental grant 
to the college accepting the youngster. Our hard-pressed col¬ 
leges typically lose money on every youngster tliey educate. 
The loss must be made up by gifts or government grants. A 
substantial number of companies now offer scholarships, but 
onJy a very few offer with them supplemental grants to the 
colleges. 

Finally, if our business enterprises are going to demand tliat 
their management men and women have coDege degrees, they 
would seem to have a responsibility to help ambitious, capable 
people already with the company to get that degree. A number 
of companies now are starting to accept this responsibility 
and opportunity. Many have been instituting job-training pro¬ 
grams—sometimes confined to younger employees—to increase 
tfieir supply of needed technical skills. And a growing number 
have been instituting programs to assist the ambitious em¬ 
ployee to acquire either a two-year or four-year college degree* 
General Electric, for example, has an "engineering apprentice*^ 
program for promising high-school graduates who pass a 
qualifying three-and-a-half-hour test. A group of apprentices 
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work together at rotating jobs at a GE plant, and spend nine 
hours a week, evenings and Saturdays, attending classes 
taught by university professors. At the end of four years, they 
have two years of college credit. Those who wash to continue 
will be given tuition aid for night study. The most promising 
can even get scholarships and leaves of absence to study 
full time.^^ 

Quite a number of companies now have “tuition aid"' pro¬ 
grams for night study at local college campuses. Many of 
these specify, however, that the course of study must be 
clearly related to the employee's present job. Usually, the 
course must teach specific technical or professional skills badly 
needed by the company. A survey by the Commerce and 
Industry' Association of New York revealed that, while 38 
per cent of the 455 companies reporting contribute to the 
cost of their employees' off-the-job education, less than 3 
per cent would help foot the bill for schooling in subjects not 
related to their job. This disqualifies the lad who would like 
to learn how to be president of the company, or of the United 
States. 

To conclude the thought, the leaders of America's major 
enterprises seem to have a responsibility—if they persist in 
confining their management to college-trained men—to make 
certain that the colleges are available to any ambitious young¬ 
ster of talent whatever his background. This would mean they 
must help the private colleges maintain high standards of 
scholarship while simultaneously maintaining reasonably low 
charges for promising applicants. And it would mean the 
compam’es must set aside far more money for scholarships and 
tuition payments than most of them have considered doing 
thus far. 

Government leaders, state and national, also need to start 
thinking in larger terms about education. With the growing 
depletion of our natural resources, people are becoming our 
main resource. And here quantity is not enough. Adding an¬ 
other hundred million people to our population is going to 
create far more problems tiban it will solve. 

Thought might well be given to exempting from taxation 
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money spent for higher education. The state governments 
should consider undertaking periodic state-wide testing pro¬ 
grams to uncover their potential future leaders, so that the 
youngsters and their pjirents can be encouraged to harness 
the talent. Oklahoma, which has been anxious to attract new 
industries involving advanced technology, has done this with 
gratifying results (with tests provided by Science Research 
Associates). Fuitliermore, the state and federal governments, 
if tlie wasted talent of the supporting classes is to be utilized, 
must vastly expand their programs of aid to public institutions 
of higher learning and of individual subsidies or scholarships. 

In this they might consider examples set by the nations of 
nortliwestem Europe. England, for example, is hir ahead of 
us in spotting its brightest boys and encouraging them to get 
the best education available regardless of family finances. At 
the secondary level, sons of tradesmen and trade-union leaders 
and workingmen go to Eton in very considerable numbers 
virtually expense free. These bright boys of non-elite families 
from the state schools are called “guinea pigs’" because a 
long-term experiment has been in progress to see what hap¬ 
pens when U and non-U boys are mixed, with their origins 
kept secret as far as possible. At the college level, most of the 
students in England today, even at Oxford and Cambridge, 
have grants. The government grant is based on family income. 
The less the income, the more the grant. In West Germany 
and Denmark, similarly, the governments have made it quite 
easy for youngsters of proven talent to receive scholarships. 

In America, government assistance seems especially urgent 
in aiding students in graduate school seeking to qualify as 
professionals. It is in the scientific professions requiring long 
and intensive training, particularly medicine, that the poor 
youngsters of talent aie finding themselves most clearly frozen 
out. 

One of the more hopeful developments, in terms of the 
government’s role, is the grooving interest the military services 
are showing in encouraging men of promise to study toward 
craft skills, technical proficiency, and college degrees while 
in the service. This came about because the services found 
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that in tlieir recruiting they could excite young men more 
with promises of education than they could with the “See The 
World” promise. At Otis Air Force Base on Cape Cod, in the 
course of one afternoon, I saw 150 men come into the “edu¬ 
cation center” of tlie base to see about furthering their educa¬ 
tion by taking college and other courses. One sergeant, who 
was making a career of the Air Force, came into the service 
with an eighth-grade education. He expected witliin two years 
to complete work for a bachelor's degree in business adminis¬ 
tration. The center has on its shelves tlie catalogues of 
virbralJy eveiy American college. Many offer correspondence 
courses for servicemen. Whenever fifteen men at the base 
express interest in taking a subject, a course will be organized 
with texts and instructors. At the time I was there, courses 
in college algebra and European history were being offered. 
The instructors came down from Springfield College. At the 
same time, many men at the base were taking night and 
Saturday courses in nearby New Bedford and Falmouth. The 
Air Force was paying three fourths of the tuition, and pro¬ 
vided transportation. Any man in the Air Force who gets 
within a semester of earning a college degree can apply for 
temporary leave at full pay while he completes his work for 
the degree. The only restriction, again, is that it has to be 
somehow related to his mifitary assignment. 

Our nation's educators, particularly at the public-school 
level, have perhaps the greatest responsibility in developing 
a greater circulation of talent. They are the arbiters of whether 
it is ever recognized and ignited in the first place. 

Teachers, it would seem, should first of all examine their 
own subconscious biases. Bevode McCall reports that most 
teachers are unskilled in the nuances of social-class differences. 
And Hollingshead found in Elmtown that in botli guidance 
and grading teachers showed a preference for the upper-level 
students. On the I.Q. tests, 30 per cent of the brightest stu¬ 
dents were in the working class or Class IV. That was not 
accurately reflected in the grades given. One reason the lower- 
level students don't produce up to their capacity, HoUings- 
head speculates, is that they come from a home environment 
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of frustration, worry, or failure and haven't been trained to 
respond positively to competitive situations such as tests (as 
the upper-level youngstei*s have). They need guidance. Yet 
they are least likely to get it from the schools. The lower a 
child's social status, tlie fewer the 01^00*65 were that the 
teacher would take an interest in him or her. This, perhaps, is 
because those youngsters in the lower classes do not invite 
help. If teachers had a l>etter understanding of the psychology 
of the various classes, they would be more likely to identify, 
inspire, and guide tlie youngsters of talent in the two lower 
classes. 

The bright youngsters must be recognized early; and some¬ 
times this brightness is not too obvious. A Columbia Uni¬ 
versity educator has pointed out that it is easy enough to 
identify the *‘able and ambitious" student but considerably 
more difficult to locate his potentially able but unambitious 
classmate. Youngsters at the lower levels have often had am¬ 
bition frightened out of them. Or tliey have lived in such a 
state of mental isolation that, despite innate ability, they have 
few inner resources upon which to build. Years ago, C. C. 
North made a perceptive observation about this mental isola¬ 
tion of the low in status. He said that low status operates to 
‘‘limit the sourc'e of information, to retard the development of 
efliciency in judgment and reasoning abilities, and to confine 
the attention to the most trivial interests in life."^^ That state¬ 
ment is a measure of the challenge to our nation's educators. A 
combination of aptitude testing and sympatlietic attention to 
each youngster from the start should go a long way toward 
promoting the discovery of talent in our lower classes. This 
discovery and encouragement of talent among those of modest 
status seems to offer our best opportunity for keeping our 
social arteries open and forestalling the further development 
of sclerosis. 

This book began as an exploration of the class behavior in 
the United States in this era of unparalleled material abun¬ 
dance. One of the most insistent themes that developed was 
that status seekers are altering our society by their preoccupa- 
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tion, in tlie midst of plenty, with acquiring evidences of 
status. The people of tliis country have become increasingly 
preoccupied with status primarily because of the impact on 
their lives of big housing developments, big advertisers, big 
trade-unions, and big cor][*>orate hierarchies. As a result, de¬ 
mocracy is still more of an ideal than a reality. 

The forces of tlie times seem to be conspiring to squeeze 
individuality and spontaneity from us. We compete for the 
same symbols of bigness and success. We are careful to con¬ 
form to the kinds of behavior approved by our peers. We are 
wary of others who don’t look like our kind of people. We tend 
to judge people by their labels. And all too often we judge 
people on the basis of the status symbols they display. 

All this is hardly a credit to us as a people. We profess to 
be guided in our attitudes by the body of ideals set forth by 
our Foimding Fathers. The Founding Fathers would wish us 
to be individualists, free tliinkers, independents in mind and 
spirit. They would admire, I believe, a delightful elderly 
Negro woman I know who is widely beloved despite her 
strong preferences and dishkes in people. She runs a private 
enterprise that possibly nets her $2,000 a year and is, despite 
more-than-ordinary adversity, a supremely serene woman. A 
few weeks ago, she and I were discussing a family we both 
know. The family is probably worth $250,000. It has two 
fashionable homes, tliree cars, and full-time help. This elderly 
lady, however, has no use for them. She dismissed them 
scornfully as “common.” She had judged them stiictly on their 
personal qualities. And in her view they were found wanting. 
She found them shallow, crude, pleasure-minded people and 
felt they had botched the job of giving their children decent 
standards to live by. 

I think we should all be happier, and live more stimulating 
lives, if, like her, we judged people not by the symbols they 
display and the labels they wear but rather by their individud 
worth. 

And while becoming practicing individualists we should 
work to make opportunity a reality in our land of the free. 
Our people should be able to believe in this reality from 
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personal and obsei*vable experience rather than by reading 
about it on billboards. 

In this time of transcendent challenge and danger to our 
way of life, it seems clear that we can endure and prevail 
only if the vast majority of our people really believe in our 
system. They must be genuinely convinced that our system 
offers fairer rewards and opportunities for tlie fullillment of 
human aspiration than any other. 
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